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Research examining the contextual antecedents to college dating violence (DV) remains 
underdeveloped, suffers limitations, and has not included abuse perpetrated through technology 
(i.e., cyber DV). Understanding the contextual antecedents to face-to-face and cyber DV will 
advance efforts to prevent these prevalent social problems. This dissertation evaluated the 
proximal associations among alcohol use and face-to-face (i.e., psychological, physical, and 
sexual DV) and cyber DV while testing theoretically supported moderators of this relationship 
(i.e., state/daily negative affect, daily emotion dysregulation, and trait jealousy). Following 
baseline trait assessments, 236 participants (173 women, 61 men, and 2 “other” gender) 
completed surveys on their daily alcohol use (any alcohol use, binge drinking, and number of 
drinks consumed), state/daily negative affect, daily emotion dysregulation, and face-to-face and 
cyber DV for 60 consecutive days. Hypotheses were partially supported. Consistent with prior 
research, the odds of perpetrating psychological and sexual DV following alcohol use varied as a 
function of contextual affective experiences. The odds of perpetrating psychological or sexual 
DV did not vary as a function of trait jealousy, independently or in conjunction with daily 
alcohol use. In contrast to hypotheses, the odds of perpetrating cyber DV increased as the 
number of drinks consumed per day increased, but these odds did not vary as a function of 
contextual affective experiences or trait jealousy. Instead, the odds of cyber DV perpetration 
increased with increases in proximal negative affect and emotion dysregulation, regardless of 
alcohol use. Physical DV hypotheses could not be tested due to low endorsement. Results 
suggest that existing models of alcohol related DV may not extend to cyber DV. Additional 
research is needed to identify salient proximal risk factors of cyber DV that may inform a 
comprehensive model.  
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Dating violence (DV) is a prevalent and serious public health concern that peaks between 
the ages of 18 and 25, a time in which many young adults are in college (Johnson et al., 2015). 
An alarming percentage of college students perpetrate psychological (90%; e.g., yelling at or 
threatening a partner) and physical (30%; e.g., hitting, slapping, or kicking a partner) DV each 
year (Shorey et al., 2008). Although annual rates of psychological and physical DV perpetration 
are comparable across men and women, annual rates of sexual DV perpetration (e.g., coercing, 
threatening, or forcing a partner into sexual activity) are higher among college men (30%) 
relative to college women (2.1%; Beyers et al., 2000; Elmquist et al., 2016a, 2016b). College 
students who are victimized by DV experience a myriad of harmful consequences, including 
depression, suicidal ideation, and injury (Amar & Gennaro, 2005; Kaura & Lohman, 2007; 
Wolford-Clevenger et al., 2016a). Despite the prevalence and consequences associated with DV, 
both theory and research within this domain remain underdeveloped, thereby hindering efforts to 
intervene with this serious public health problem.  
Current conceptualizations of DV among college students neglected major changes in 
college students’ social communications over the past decade. Such changes may have 
implications for the ways in which DV is perpetrated and may inform intervention program 
design. More than 85% of college students have daily access to a smart phone with more than 
90% logging on to social media sites (e.g., Facebook, Instagram, and Snapchat) daily (Pearson, 
2015; Perrin, 2015; Smith, 2015). Through various social communication tools such as cell 
phones, social media, and e-mail, college couples have virtually constant access to one another. 
 Recent research points to the growing influence of technology-facilitated communication 
2 
in creating new contexts for individuals to monitor, harass, and abuse dating partners (Elphinston 
& Noller, 2011; Borrajo et al., 2015; Brem et al., 2015). Unlike face-to-face DV, technology 
allows partners to be easily accessible, forgoing the requirement for a partner to be present for 
abuse to occur. Indeed, burgeoning research suggested that 93% of college students are harassed, 
threatened, monitored, humiliated, or verbally abused annually by a dating partner through 
technological devices (i.e., cyber DV; Leisring & Giumetti, 2014). Like face-to-face DV, cyber 
DV victimization is associated with several negative experiences, including depressive 
symptoms, risky sexual behaviors, and episodic heavy drinking (van Ouytsel et al., 2016; 
Wolford-Clevenger et al., 2016b). These risks suggest that it is critical for researchers to identify 
ways to intervene with cyber DV. However, cyber DV research is limited to cross-sectional 
studies, has not investigated contextual cyber DV risk factors, and remains largely atheoretical.  
In addition to the limited investigation of cyber DV, prior DV research has not 
adequately examined theoretically derived risk factors for face-to-face DV. Researchers remain 
uncertain about intervention targets, as well as to which population interventions should be 
directed (Leonard & Quigley, 2017). Mounting evidence suggested that alcohol use should be a 
primary DV intervention target among college campuses, with more recent evidence pointing to 
the role of alcohol use in cyber DV perpetration (Brem et al., 2019a; Crane et al., 2018; van 
Ouytsel et al., 2016). However, the proximal associations between alcohol use and both cyber 
and face-to-face DV remain unclear. A theory-informed investigation of the contextual risk 
alcohol use poses for face-to-face and cyber DV among college students will identify whether 
alcohol use is an important intervention target while contributing to the first conceptual model of 





Alcohol and Dating Violence Perpetration 
Alcohol use gained support as a contextual antecedent for DV in recent years (Shorey et 
al., 2014a; Shorey et al., 2014b), with growing evidence suggesting alcohol use may pose a risk 
for cyber DV (Brem et al., 2019a; Crane et al., 2018; van Ouytsel et al., 2016). Prominent 
theories of college DV point to the high levels of alcohol use among college students to account 
for the heightened risk for DV within this population (Shorey et al., 2008). Annually, 82% of 
college students consume alcohol, 70% drink to intoxication, and 40% binge drink, defined as 
drinking at least four (for women) or five (for men) standard drinks of alcohol in a two-hour 
period (American Psychiatric Association [APA], 2013; Johnston et al., 2012; National Institute 
on Alcohol Abuse and Alcoholism [NIAAA], 2015). Furthermore, higher prevalence rates of 
alcohol use disorder are observed among college students (20.4%) relative to same-aged peers 
who are not enrolled in college (16.9%%; Blanco et al., 2008). Historically, men reported 
drinking alcohol more frequently than did women (Ahlström & Österberg, 2004). However, 
recent evidence suggested women now consume alcohol at rates comparable to men (Lyons & 
Willot, 2008). As such, both men and women are susceptible to the negative consequences 
associated with problematic alcohol use, including DV. 
Theories regarding the pharmacological effects of alcohol and causal processes for 
violence implicate the acute effects of alcohol intoxication in DV, which may extend to cyber 
DV. Alcohol myopia theory (AMT; Steele & Josephs, 1990) suggests that alcohol use directly 
influences violence by focusing cognitive and attentional resources on the most emotionally 
salient cues in a given context. If the most salient stimulus elicits negative affect, attentional 
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resources are directed toward this stimulus and psychological state (Giancola et al., 2010; Steele 
& Josephs, 1990). It follows that, if aggression-related cues (e.g., real or imagined threat or 
provocation) occur in the presence of alcohol intoxication, an individual’s attention will be 
restricted to these internal and/or external cues such that minimal resources will be available to 
process aggression-inhibiting stimuli (e.g., the consequences of violence; prosocial conflict 
resolution strategies), thereby increasing the likelihood that aggression will occur (Giancola et 
al., 2010).  
AMT garnered empirical support across multiple DV studies over the past two decades. 
Cross-sectional research supported a positive association between alcohol use and psychological, 
physical, and sexual DV perpetration among college men, with hazardous drinkers reporting 
more DV perpetration than non-hazardous drinkers (Shorey et al., 2015a). Similarly, hazardous 
drinking positively related to men’s and women’s DV perpetration (Watkins et al., 2014). 
Alcohol use also positively related to cyber DV within a nationally representative sample of 
adult men and women (Singh et al., 2015; Watkins et al., 2018).  
To better test the premises of AMT, researchers began investigating the temporal 
associations between alcohol use and face-to-face DV using daily diary methodology. College 
students’ psychological and physical DV were more likely to occur on drinking days relative to 
non-drinking days, on days of heavy drinking, and as the number of drinks consumed increased 
on a given day (Moore et al., 2011; Shorey et al., 2014a, 2014b). Sexual DV was higher on 
drinking days, relative to non-drinking days, for college men (Shorey et al., 2014a). Temporal 
analyses from similar research revealed that the likelihood of psychological and physical DV 
increased when alcohol was consumed in the past four hours (Testa & Derrick, 2014). 
Furthermore, college men were more likely to perpetrate sexual aggression against, and engage 
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in non-aggressive sex with, a new partner following drinking episodes (Testa et al., 2015b). 
Although the proximal association between alcohol and face-to-face DV perpetration was 
established across multiple studies, there has never been a study to examine the proximal 
associations between alcohol use and cyber DV. Event-level research is needed to determine 
whether, and under what conditions, alcohol use poses a risk for cyber DV perpetration. 
Moderators of Alcohol-Related Dating Violence 
Despite substantial support for alcohol’s antecedence of face-to-face DV, some 
longitudinal and experimental data suggested that alcohol use does not sufficiently explain 
college DV perpetration, which may offer insights into alcohol related cyber DV. Crane and 
Eckhardt (2013) reported that college women’s odds of perpetrating female-to-male DV on any 
given day was twice as high as their odds of consuming alcohol, suggesting that alcohol use and 
DV to not consistently coincide for college women. Furthermore, neither participant’s nor 
partner’s alcohol use predicted same day female-to-male DV (Crane & Eckhardt, 2013). In the 
first experimental study of the effects of alcohol on DV perpetration, Watkins and colleagues 
(2015) reported that alcohol consumption increased college students’ DV perpetration on a lab-
based aggression paradigm under conditions of provocation, but not in the absence of 
provocation. Given the inconsistent relations between alcohol consumption and DV in event-
level and experimental research, it is likely that situational and/or personal variables may interact 
with alcohol use to influence the likelihood of DV perpetration. 
Consistent with prior research demonstrating that alcohol is neither necessary nor 
sufficient for DV to occur, Leonard (1993) proposed a comprehensive, heuristic model of 
alcohol-related DV that extends AMT by proposing moderators that influence the alcohol-DV 
relationship. According to Leonard (1993), distal factors (e.g., traits) interact with proximal, 
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situational factors (e.g., social context), transient states (e.g., negative affect), and the acute 
influences of alcohol to influence DV. That is, the risk of DV perpetration during alcohol 
intoxication will depend on the presence of aggressogenic affective states and/or distal traits.  
State Negative Affect. Experimental research examining transient states that facilitate DV 
demonstrated that negative affect (e.g., anger) was a necessary antecedent for DV that may 
exacerbate alcohol related DV (Watkins et al., 2013, 2015). Specifically, negative affect 
increased men’s subsequent physical DV perpetration in a lab-based aggression paradigm 
(Watkins et al., 2013). Alcohol intoxication did not facilitate DV perpetration in the absence of 
perceived provocation from a romantic partner (Watkins et al., 2015). These results are 
consistent with longitudinal, event-level research which revealed that college women’s alcohol 
use only related to psychological and physical DV perpetration when negative affect was high 
(Shorey et al., 2014b). These studies support both Leonard’s (1993) model and AMT, which 
posited that negative affect must be present for aggression to occur. When negative affect and 
alcohol use co-occur, the likelihood of DV increases; however, alcohol use is less likely to lead 
to DV in the absence of negative affect (Steele & Josephs, 1990; Shorey et al., 2014b; Watkins et 
al., 2015). Although quantitative research has yet to investigate the contextual antecedents to 
cyber DV, qualitative data suggested that, like face-to-face DV, cyber DV occurs in the context 
of negative affect (Bowe, 2010; Kellerman et al., 2013). 
Although prior research highlighted the interactive role of alcohol use and negative affect 
in DV perpetration, these studies have methodological problems that limit conclusions about the 
temporal relations between these variables. Prior event-level studies inquired about overall 
negative affect for the day and did not assess for negative affect that occurred immediately prior 
to DV (Shorey et al., 2014b). It is plausible that retrospective reports of overall negative affect 
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for a given day were influenced by the occurrence of DV that day. That is, negative affect may 
have occurred after, as opposed to before, DV. Furthermore, prior experimental research did not 
manipulate both alcohol and negative affect (Watkins et al., 2013). Watkins et al. (2015) elicited 
negative affect across conditions by asking participants to recall a previous argument with a 
partner, which precludes an ability to draw conclusions about the necessity of negative affect in 
the context of alcohol prior to DV. Notably, these experimental conditions may not represent the 
natural occurrence of these constructs in college students’ daily lives. Finally, no prior research 
investigated the interactive relations among negative affect and alcohol use in relation to cyber 
DV, despite cross-sectional data suggesting that both positively relate to cyber DV (Brem et al., 
2019a; Crane et al., 2018; Kellerman et al., 2013; Singh et al., 2015; van Ouystel et al., 2017; 
Watkins et al., 2018). Event-level research examining alcohol use and negative affect prior to 
both face-to-face and cyber DV would improve upon these limitations while informing 
conceptualizations of alcohol-related DV. 
Trait Jealousy. Trait jealousy is a distal trait that emerged in recent years as a factor that 
strengthens the relationship between alcohol use and DV. Trait jealousy is defined as a stable 
propensity to interpret irrelevant or ambiguous events as conclusive of betrayal, infidelity, or 
other relationship threats (e.g., a partner’s dissatisfaction; Costa et al., 2015; Kingham & 
Gordon, 2004; Rich, 1991). Individuals with high trait jealousy are hypervigilant towards subtle 
cues of relationship threats which may provide sufficient context for DV in the absence of 
alcohol use (Costa et al., 2015; Foran & O’Leary, 2008; Pfeiffer & Wong, 1989).  However, 
Foran & O’Leary (2008) suggested that individuals who may otherwise have sufficient abilities 
to control emotions in response to threat perceptions would lack sufficient controls while 
intoxicated and be more likely to react to such cues by perpetrating DV. Consistent with AMT, 
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alcohol intoxication may have a myopic effect on individuals’ attention towards jealousy-related 
internal and external cues, thereby exacerbating the likelihood of DV (Steele & Josephs, 1990).  
Consistent with this supposition, data collected from community men (Foran & O’Leary, 
2008) and college-aged men (Rodriguez et al., 2015) revealed that high trait jealousy 
strengthened the relationship between alcohol use and DV. Although research primarily 
examined these relations in men, investigations of jealousy and DV in the absence of alcohol use 
suggested jealousy relates to psychological, physical, and cyber DV among both men and 
women (Brem et al., 2015; Elmquist et al., 2016a, 2016b; Kato, 2014). Similarly, cross-sectional 
data revealed that alcohol problems positively related to cyber DV among college women with 
high, but not low, trait jealousy; alcohol problems did not associate with men’s cyber DV at any 
level of trait jealousy (Brem et al., 2019a). To date, no event-level research examined the 
proximal associations between alcohol use and face-to-face or cyber DV perpetration among 
college students with high levels of trait jealousy. Investigation of this distal trait in the context 
of alcohol-related face-to-face and cyber DV would help determine whether interventions should 
target jealousy-related cognitive biases. 
Emotion Regulation. Given the mounting support for the distal role of trait jealousy and 
the temporal role of state negative affect in alcohol related DV, researchers began investigating 
protective factors that may attenuate these relations. According to Leonard (1993), state negative 
affect may increase the likelihood of DV if an individual has limited capacities to regulate affect 
(i.e., poor emotion regulation, or emotion dysregulation). That is, if an individual lacks sufficient 
capacity to identify and process painful affect (e.g., anger, jealousy, sadness), and choose an 
adaptive response from her or his behavioral repertoire, habitual, impulsive responses such as 
aggression may be more likely to occur (Foran & O’Leary, 2008; Ortiz et al., 2015).  
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Daily diary studies revealed that daily negative affect associated with increased odds of 
DV among college students; this relationship was significant only for individuals with low trait 
emotion regulation (Shorey et al., 2015b). In addition to moderating the relation between 
negative affect and DV, burgeoning research suggested that high trait emotion dysregulation may 
strengthen the relation between alcohol use and DV perpetration. In a 90-day timeline follow 
back assessment, the likelihood of same-day alcohol use and DV was strongest for college 
students who were light drinkers with high trait emotion dysregulation (Stappenbeck et al., 
2016). Additionally, alcohol problems longitudinally predicted psychological and physical DV 
perpetration for college students with high, but not low, emotion dysregulation (Brem et al., 
2019b). Though research investigating the relationship between trait emotion dysregulation and 
cyber DV is scant, trait emotion dysregulation positively related to college cyber DV 
perpetration within cross-sectional (Brem et al., 2017a) and longitudinal data (Brem et al., 
2019b). However, alcohol problems did not relate to cyber DV three months later at any level of 
trait emotion dysregulation (Brem et al., 2019b).  
Of relevance to the present study, research supported emotion regulation as a transient 
ability, as opposed to a dispositional trait, that interacts with emotions differently in various 
situations to inform day-to-day behaviors (i.e., state emotion regulation; Katz et al., 2017; 
Lavender et al., 2015; Tamir, 2009). Daily diary data revealed that both alcohol use and state 
self-control depletion (a facet of emotion dysregulation) predicted couples’ arguing (Crane et al., 
2014). Although this suggested the effect of alcohol on DV could be moderated by state emotion 
dysregulation, DV was not assessed. Further, self-control depletion was assessed with two items 
that asked participants to rate how “stressed” and “overwhelmed” they were as opposed to their 
ability to regulate these emotions. Only one study examined state emotion regulation in relation 
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to both alcohol use and DV, but state emotion regulation was manipulated to test trait emotion 
regulation as a moderator (Watkins et al., 2015). Specifically, individuals who regularly 
practiced reappraisal (i.e., a trait emotion regulation strategy wherein one seeks alternative 
meanings of an emotion-eliciting event; Gross & John, 2003) perpetrated less lab-based DV, 
even in the presence of intoxication and when instructed to ruminate about an angering, 
unresolved relationship issue (i.e., an approximation of state emotion dysregulation). 
Additionally, this study used a lab-based aggression paradigm, induced negative affect, and 
assigned participants to an emotion regulation condition (i.e., rumination or reappraisal), which 
may not approximate day-to-day fluctuations in these experiences (Tedeschi & Quigley, 1996). 
Further, no study investigated state emotion dysregulation and alcohol use in relation to cyber 
DV. Determining whether the risk that alcohol use and negative affect pose for face-to-face and 
cyber DV can be attenuated by daily fluctuations in specific emotion regulation skills may help 
identify intervention targets. 
Summary 
In sum, face-to-face DV research generally supported the AMT to suggest that alcohol 
use temporally precedes DV; however, the inconsistent relations between alcohol use and DV 
suggests that there are moderators that influence the alcohol-DV relationship. Leonard (1993) 
provided a conceptual model that may be used to inform investigations of such moderators, yet 
existing research within this domain remains inconclusive and fraught with methodological 
limitations. First, state negative affect as a moderator of the temporal association between 
alcohol and DV was only examined among women, and only assessed for the overall day, not 
immediately prior to DV. It is possible that negative affect ratings for the overall day would be 
influenced by a participant’s recollection that DV had occurred. Rating negative affect prior to 
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DV may clarify these mixed results. Second, daily diary research has not examined the potential 
protective role of daily emotion regulation against DV in the context of both alcohol use and 
state negative affect. Finally, although cross-sectional data provided strong support for the 
increased risk of alcohol-related DV among men with high trait jealousy, these relations remain 
unexamined among women and within event-level research. Assessing (1) if negative affect 
associates with increased odds of DV following alcohol use, (2) whether daily emotion 
dysregulation strengthens the moderating effects of negative affect on the alcohol use-DV 
relation, (3) whether trait jealousy increases the likelihood that DV will occur following alcohol 
consumption, and (4) potential sex differences within these relations, could identify targetable, 
sex-specific areas for alcohol and DV interventions.  
In addition to addressing these gaps in face-to-face DV research, a crucial advancement 
in the field of alcohol-facilitated DV would include a better understanding of a new mechanism 
for DV, namely, cyber DV, and the extent to which alcohol poses a risk for this form of DV. 
AMT and Leonard’s model shaped conceptualizations of face-to-face DV and may be useful 
frameworks for an initial conceptualization of cyber DV. Prior research supported (1) a positive 
association between alcohol use and cyber DV for men and women (Singh et al., 2015; van 
Ouystel et al., 2017; Watkins et al., 2018), particularly women with high trait jealousy (Brem et 
al., 2019a), (2) a positive relationship between trait emotion dysregulation and cyber DV (Brem 
et al., 2019b), and (3) a model by which cyber DV is motivated by negative affect (Bowe, 2010; 
Kellerman et al., 2013). These findings suggest that the risk for perpetrating cyber DV may be 
greater for individuals with high trait jealousy and alcohol problems. Notably, these risks may 
facilitate cyber DV more readily than face-to-face DV because cyber DV forgoes the need to 
have face-to-face contact with a partner; cyber DV can occur while intoxicated regardless of a 
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partner’s proximity to the perpetrator, offering more opportunities for perpetration than does 
face-to-face DV. Based on these preliminary data, Leonard’s (1993) model will provide a useful 
framework for conceptualizing alcohol facilitated DV and cyber DV. A longitudinal study 
implementing daily diary methods may provide a more robust test of the proximal risk alcohol 
poses on all forms of DV while identifying theoretically informed moderators to help identify 
who, and what, should be targeted for intervention. 
Aims and Hypotheses 
This dissertation sought to accomplish several aims while also exploring sex differences 
within these relationships to evaluate the need for different interventions for men and women. 
First, the present study evaluated the proximal associations among alcohol use (any, binge 
drinking, and number of drinks), negative affect, emotion dysregulation, and face-to-face and 
cyber DV. The odds of face-to-face DV perpetration after alcohol use was expected to be greater 
than the odds of face-to-face DV after no alcohol use on days in which negative affect was high 
and emotion dysregulation was high, but not on days in which negative affect and/or emotion 
dysregulation were low (Hypothesis 1). These same relationships were expected for cyber DV 
(Hypothesis 2). Second, the present study evaluated whether individuals high in trait jealousy 
were more likely to perpetrate face-to-face and cyber DV on days that included alcohol use. The 
odds of face-to-face DV (Hypothesis 3) and cyber DV (Hypothesis 4) after alcohol use was 
expected to be greater than the odds of face-to-face and cyber DV after no alcohol use among 
individuals with high, but not low, trait jealousy. Based on prior data, outcomes were not 
expected to differ based on type of DV.  
Although neither theory nor prior daily diary data suggested that there would be 
significant sex differences in outcomes, no formal tests of sex as a moderator were conducted in 
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previous studies. As such, an exploratory aim of the present study was to examine whether there 
were sex differences in the hypothesized relationships. Thus, sex was examined as a moderator 
in all study hypotheses. This may provide useful information on whether potential targets of 
intervention for IPV may need to vary for men and women. The present study was the first to test 




MATERIALS AND METHODS 
Participants 
To be eligible for the present study, participants had to (1) be at least 18 years of age, (2) 
be in a current dating relationship that lasted for at least one month in duration, (3) have a dating 
partner who was 18 years of age or older, (4) have consumed alcohol in the past month, and (5) 
have a minimum of 2 contact days with their dating partner each week (e.g., face-to-face contact 
or technology-facilitated contact.). Men and women recruited for the present study were not 
dating each other. Three hundred forty-nine undergraduate students from the University of 
Tennessee participated in the screener. Of those screened, 343 (98.28%) were eligible to 
participate in the study and completed the baseline survey. Seventy-three percent (n = 251; 182 
women, 67 men, 2 “other” gender) of the baseline sample completed at least one daily survey. 
Fifteen participants (5.98%) were excluded from the final sample due to having less than three 
daily data points, which is the minimum number of data points needed to conduct analyses. The 
final sample consisted of 236 participants (173 women, 61 men, and 2 “other” gender).   
The average age of participants was 20.53 (SD = 3.31) years. Participants reported 
spending an average of 4.62 (SD = 2.35) hours on the internet each day. The racial composition 
of the final sample was 83.89% White; 5.51% African American or Black; 4.24% Hispanic or 
Latino(a); 2.97% Asian; 1.69% multiracial; 0.42% American Indian, Native American or 
Alaskan Native; and 0.42% Middle Eastern or Indian; two participants (0.85%) did not report 
their race/ethnicity. This ethnic/racial makeup is highly consistent with that of the larger 
university, of which 78.30% identify as non-Hispanic Caucasian. Most participants (78.81%) 
identified as heterosexual followed by bisexual (13.56%), gay (1.27%), lesbian (1.27%), queer 
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(1.27%), and pansexual (0.43%); eight participants (3.39%) did not report their sexual 
orientation. Most participants reported they were dating their partner (92.79%) though a few 
participants reported they were engaged to their partner (4.24%) or married (2.97%). The 
average relationship length was 18.83 (18.04) months (Mdn = 12.00 months). Most participants 
(50.85%) endorsed living with friends or roommates, followed by living with their partner 
(24.15%), living alone (15.68%), living with family (5.51%), or other living arrangements 
(3.39%). One participant (0.42%) did not provide details regarding living arrangements. With 
regard to annual household income, the distribution was as follows: Less than $50,000 (39.83%), 
$50,000 to $100,000 (22.88%), $100,000 to $150,000 (13.13%), greater than $200,000 (7.63%), 
and $150,000 to $200,000 (7.20%); 22 participants (9.32%) did not know their annual income or 
chose not to report their annual income.  
Procedure 
 The present study used repeated measures, ecological momentary assessment (i.e., daily 
diary design; Shiffman, 2009) to collect data from participants once daily over the course of 60 
days. Ecological momentary assessment involves repeated collection of data related to 
participants’ experiences in their natural environment (Shiffman et al., 2008). This methodology 
was selected because it offers a number of benefits not offered by experimental or cross-sectional 
methodologies, including greater ecological validity, reduced error and bias associated with 
retrospective reporting, and greater understanding of how participants’ experiences and 
behaviors vary over time (Shiffman et al., 2008). For the present study, participants were sent a 
hyperlink to a battery of questionnaires every morning at 6:00 AM for 60 days to report their 
behaviors and experiences over the prior day (i.e., from the time they awoke until the time they 
went to sleep).  
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Participants were recruited via the University of Tennessee’s psychology SONA research 
participation website (https://utk.sona-systems.com/), of which students were made aware of 
through their psychology courses, and by flyers posted across campus. A brief description of the 
study was posted on SONA to provide potential participants with information to determine 
whether they would like to participate. Flyers posted across campus indicated that participants 
were needed for a research study and listed the researcher’s contact information. Interested 
participants recruited via SONA, and those who contacted the researcher directly, were asked to 
complete a brief screening measure on Qualtrics.com to determine eligibility. Eligible 
participants were sent an email stating that they were eligible to participate in an optional 
research project that would require them to complete daily questionnaires for 60 consecutive 
days for which they would receive partial course credit (if they were enrolled in an eligible 
introductory psychology course) or $20.00 monetary compensation (if they were not enrolled in 
an eligible introductory psychology course, or if they would prefer monetary compensation over 
course credit) after completing the baseline questionnaire, and $1.00 per daily survey completed 
for 60 consecutive days. Although these methods were used in prior daily diary research (Shorey 
et al., 2014a, 2014b, 2015b), the present study sought to improve overall compliance rates by 
offering monetary incentives for completing daily surveys. Specifically, participants were 
compensated an additional $5.00 per week that they completed all 7 surveys. Thus, participants 
had the opportunity to earn up to $120.00 for participating in the present study. 
 Eligible participants completed a 60-minute baseline assessment which included 
measures to assess past alcohol and drug use, trait jealousy, and psychological, physical, sexual, 
and cyber DV. These questionnaires were completed using Qualtrics.com, which uses encryption 
to protect participant responses. After this baseline assessment, participants were asked to 
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complete a set of daily questionnaires for 60 consecutive days (described below). Each 
participant was emailed a link to the 5-minutre daily questionnaire each day at 6:00AM. Each set 
of questionnaires asked participants to report about their previous day’s behavior, defined for 
participants as the time they awoke until the time they went to sleep. To improve retention rates 
from previous work, participants who did not complete their daily survey received two reminder 
emails each day (i.e., one at 12:00 PM and another at 5:00 PM). 
 To reduce the risk of confidentiality breaches and participants’ concerns about disclosing 
sensitive events (e.g., DV and alcohol use), the screener and each set of questionnaires were 
completed using encryption to protect participant responses. Responses were anonymized by 
removing personally identifiable information, including IP addresses. Participants’ email 
addresses were recorded using a “panel” (i.e., group of participants' emails and no other 
identifying information) in Qualtrics so that they could be sent daily surveys, and so that their 
response rate could be monitored to determine the amount they were to be compensated upon 
study completion. No other identifying information, or daily survey data, was connected to their 
email. Instead, participants’ baseline surveys and daily surveys were connected via a 7-letter 
unique identifier created by the participant. Notably, the unique identifier was not connected to 
participants' e-mail addresses, and only the participant knew their unique identifier.  
Measures 
 Baseline Measures. Baseline measures collected demographic information and history of 
alcohol use, drug use, and psychological, physical, sexual, and cyber DV. Trait jealousy was also 
assessed at baseline. These measures were selected to (1) examine trait jealousy as a distal 
moderator of alcohol-related DV as outlined in a priori hypotheses, and (2) control for baseline 
levels of these constructs that research and theory suggested could influence current levels of DV 
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(e.g., alcohol use history, drug use history, and psychological, physical, sexual, and cyber DV 
history; Dardis et al., 2015).  
 Demographics. Demographic data assessed at baseline included age, sex, gender identity, 
racial/ethnic identity, sexual orientation, partner gender identity, academic level, religious 
background/affiliation, family income, relationship status, relationship length, current living 
arrangements, and average length of time spent on the internet each day. 
 History of Alcohol Use and Problems. Participants’ alcohol use and alcohol-related 
problems over the past month were assessed using the 10-item Alcohol Use Disorders 
Identification Test (AUDIT; Saunders et al., 1993). Three items on the AUDIT assessed 
frequency and intensity of alcohol use and the remaining items assessed respondents’ alcohol 
tolerance and alcohol-related consequences. Possible scores range from 0-40, with higher scores 
indicating greater alcohol use and problems. The AUDIT was also used to categorize participants 
into hazardous (i.e., scoring 8 or higher for men, and 5 or higher for women) and non-hazardous 
drinkers (Babor et al., 2001). The AUDIT is a valid, reliable, and commonly used measure in 
alcohol-related research with undergraduate populations (Saunders et al., 1993; Shorey et al., 
2015a) and had good internal reliability in the present study (α = .80). 
 History of Drug Use and Problems. The Drug Use Disorders Identification Test 
(DUDIT; Stuart et al., 2003a; Stuart et al., 2003b) assessed participants’ drug use (i.e., cannabis, 
cocaine, hallucinogens, stimulants, sedatives/hypnotics/anxiolytics, opiates, and other substances 
[e.g., inhalants]) and problems in the past month. Like the AUDIT, the DUDIT’s 14 items 
examined the intensity and frequency of drug use, symptoms of drug tolerance and dependence, 
and negative consequences of drug use. Total scores can range from 0-62, with higher scores 
indicating greater drug use and problems. The DUDIT evidenced good psychometric properties 
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(Stuart et al., 2003a, 2003b) and was used in DV research within undergraduate samples 
(Wolford-Clevenger et al., 2016a). The DUDIT evidenced good internal reliability in the present 
study (α = .91). 
Cyber Dating Violence History. The Perpetration (18 items) subscale of the Controlling 
Partner Inventory (CPI; Burke et al., 2011) assessed how frequently respondents engaged in 
cyber DV in the past year using a 5-point scale ranging from 0 (never) to 4 (four or more times). 
The CPI was chosen as a measure of baseline cyber DV history because it measures several 
cyber acts across four domains: Checking Behaviors (three items; e.g., “Used partner’s password 
to check up on them”), Photos, Camera, and Spyware (8 items; e.g., “Using GPS device to 
monitor partner”), Excessive Communication (four items; e.g., “Made excessive number of cell 
calls to partner”), and Threatening Behaviors (three items; e.g., “Sent threatening texts to 
partner”). Scores within each domain can be totaled for a subscale score, and total scores are 
calculated by summing scores across all four domains. Higher scores indicate more frequent 
cyber DV. Possible total scores range from 0 to 36. The CPI demonstrated excellent reliability 
and validity in a sample of college students (Burke et al., 2011). The present study used the CPI 
perpetration total score in analyses, which evidenced good internal reliability in the present 
sample (α = .84). 
 Psychological, Physical, and Sexual Dating Violence History. The Psychological 
Aggression (16 items), Physical Assault (24 items), and Sexual Coercion (12 items) subscales of 
the Revised Conflict Tactics Scales (CTS2; Straus et al., 1996, 2003) measured the frequency of 
psychological, physical, and sexual DV perpetration in the previous 12 months. Responses to 
items range from 0 (this never happened) to 6 (more than 20 times). Total scores for each 
subscale were calculated by adding the midpoint for each item response (e.g., a “4” for the 
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response “3 to 5 times”) with higher scores representing more frequent DV perpetration (Straus 
et al., 2003). Participants had the option to select the item response 7 (this has happened, but not 
in the last year), but these responses were re-coded to 0 for scoring purposes. The CTS2 
demonstrated good reliability and validity across multiple populations, including college students 
(Straus et al., 1996). In the present sample, the CTS2 evidenced adequate internal consistency for 
psychological DV perpetration (α = .66) and physical DV perpetration (α = .84). Initially, sexual 
DV perpetration evidenced poor reliability (α = .40) but removing the item “Made my partner 
have sex without a condom” increased reliability to adequate range (α = .70).  
Trait Jealousy. The Multidimensional Jealousy Scale (MJS; Pfeiffer & Wong, 1989) 
measures trait jealousy across three subscales: Cognitive Jealousy (i.e., suspicion that a partner is 
romantically or sexually involved with someone else), Emotional Jealousy (i.e., degree of 
emotional upset in response to hypothetical relationship threats), and Behavioral Jealousy (i.e., 
degree of engagement in various mate-retention behaviors such as monitoring a partner or 
criticizing potential mate rivals). Cyber DV research suggested that the Behavioral Jealousy 
subscale positively related to cyber DV, and the relation between the Emotional Jealousy 
subscale and cyber DV approached significance (p = .06; Deans & Bhogal, 2019). However, 
given the similarities between Behavioral Jealousy items (e.g., “I question my partner about 
his/her calls/texts”) and cyber DV daily survey items (e.g., “snooped through partner’s 
sent/received call histories, text messages, or online messages”), examination of Behavioral 
Jealousy in relation to cyber DV may result in inflated correlations. To be more conservative in 
estimates of the relations between romantic jealousy and cyber DV, the present study used the 
Emotional Jealousy MJS subscale instead of the Behavioral Jealousy subscale to assess 
participants’ trait romantic jealousy. On the Emotional Jealousy subscale (8 items), participants 
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indicated how upset they would become in response to various jealousy-evoking behaviors (e.g., 
“My partner is flirting with someone else”) by selecting options that range from 1 (very pleased) 
to 7 (very upset); higher scores represent greater emotional jealousy. The MJS demonstrated 
acceptable reliability and validity as a measure of trait jealousy (Pfeiffer & Wong, 1989) and was 
used with college students (Deans & Bhogal, 2019). The Emotional Jealousy subscale had good 
internal reliability in the present sample (α = .89). 
 Daily Measures. Participants completed daily measures of alcohol use, drug use, state 
negative affect, daily emotion dysregulation, and psychological, physical, sexual, and cyber DV. 
Participants provided information related to their relationship status and level of contact (i.e., 
face-to-face, phone, text messaging, and internet) with their dating partner each day as these 
factors may influence daily associations between study variables. Participants were asked if they 
were in the same relationship that they reported at baseline. All participants were asked to 
complete all questions regarding their baseline partner as aggression often continues and 
increases in frequency and severity even after the relationship ends (Anderson & Saunders, 
2003). Items were presented in the same order each day. Qualtrics’ skip logic was used to 
shorten the length of the daily measures and reduce participants’ daily burden such that 
participants were only asked certain questions (e.g., the quantity of alcohol consumed on a given 
day) if previous items were endorsed (e.g., alcohol use on a given day).  
 Alcohol Use. Participants were asked if they consumed alcohol during the previous day. 
Responses were scored on a yes (1) – no (0) scale. If participants consumed alcohol, they were 
asked the number of standard drinks they consumed and what time they began and finished 
drinking. Binge drinking (i.e., > four standard drinks of alcohol for women and > five for men; 
NIAAA, 2015; SAMHSA, 2014) was computed as a dichotomous variable, with 1 representing a 
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binge drinking day, and 0 representing a non-binge-drinking day. If drinking only occurred after 
the DV event, the alcohol use variable was recoded to 0 to better approximate drinking that 
occurred before DV.  
Drug Use. Participants were asked if they consumed any illicit drugs the previous day. 
Participants who consumed drugs were asked what type of drug(s) they consumed (i.e., 
marijuana, cocaine, hallucinogens [e.g., LSD, acid, mushrooms], stimulants [e.g., Adderall, 
meth, speed], opiates [e.g., codeine, hydrocodone, syrup], sedatives/hypnotics/anxiolytics [e.g., 
Xanax, benzos], other) and what time they began and finished. Drug use was coded as yes (1) or 
no (0).  
Face-to-Face Dating Violence. Participants were asked if they perpetrated, were 
victimized, or both perpetrated and were victimized by face-to-face psychological DV during the 
previous day using questions from the CTS2 (Straus et al., 1996, 2003) and the Psychological 
Maltreatment of Women Inventory (Tolman, 1999). Participants were asked if they perpetrated 
and/or were victimized by physical or sexual DV by a dating partner during the previous day 
using questions from the CTS2 and the Sexual Experiences Survey (SES; Koss et al., 2006). All 
items included gender-neutral wording and were scored as either yes (1) or no (0). Participants 
were asked what time of day the DV event happened, if they consumed alcohol or drugs prior to 
the DV event (i.e., yes-no), the quantity of alcohol and the type of drugs consumed prior to the 
DV event, and how they felt affectively prior to the DV event (i.e., using the PANAS). The 
CTS2 and SES evidenced good psychometric properties within undergraduate populations 
(Straus et al., 1996; Testa et al., 2015a). Previous research used items from the Psychological 
Maltreatment of Women Inventory to examine psychological DV perpetration among college 
men and women (Shorey et al., 2014a, 2014b; Taft et al., 2006). 
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Cyber Dating Violence. Participants were asked if they perpetrated, were victimized, or 
both perpetrated and were victimized by cyber DV during the previous day using questions 
adapted from the CPI (Burke et al., 2011), the Electronic Aggression Scale (Bennett et al., 2011), 
and the Facebook Mate-Retention Tactics Inventory (Brem et al., 2015). Items [e.g., “Sent mean, 
hurtful, or threatening emails, text messages, or online messages (e.g., on a social networking 
site or blog) to partner” and “Told partner to block, unfriend, or unfollow someone on social 
media; threatened partner that something bad would happen if s/he interacted with a certain 
person online”] were chosen from each of these measures to cover the full range of abuse, 
harassment, humiliation, monitoring, coercing and threatening that occur in cyber contexts. 
Participants were asked to report how many discrete instances of each endorsed cyber DV 
perpetration act occurred. All items included gender-neutral wording and were scored as either 
yes (1) or no (0). Participants were asked if they consumed alcohol or drugs prior to the first, and 
any, instance of cyber DV (i.e., scored as yes-no), and how they felt prior to the first instance of 
cyber CV (i.e., using the PANAS). Each of the subscales from which items were adapted 
evidenced good psychometric properties within undergraduate populations (Bennett et al., 2011; 
Brem et al., 2015; Burke et al., 2011). 
State/Daily Negative Affect. Participants were asked to rate their affect immediately prior 
to seeing their partner on face-to-face days, immediately prior to communicating with their 
partner via technology, immediately prior to aggression (i.e., DV and cyber DV), and for the 
overall day using 7 items from the Positive and Negative Affect Schedule (i.e., PANAS; Watson 
et al., 1988) that assess anger, jealousy, sadness, happiness, anxiety, calmness, and excitement. 
Each item asked a participant to rate the individual emotion on a scale ranging from 1 (very 
slightly or not at all) to 5 (extremely) with higher ratings corresponding to the salience of the 
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individual emotion. For the present analyses, participants’ scores for anger, jealousy, sadness, 
and anxiety were averaged for a composite negative affect score. On days when psychological, 
physical, and/or sexual DV occurred, negative affect was operationalized as participants’ average 
negative affect prior to DV. On days when psychological, physical, and/or sexual DV did not 
occur, negative affect was operationalized as the participant’s average negative affect prior to 
seeing their partner. For cyber DV, negative affect was operationalized as average negative 
affect for the overall day because, although participants rated negative affect prior to cyber DV, 
there was no negative affect rating for days when cyber DV did not occur as a comparison. 
Participants rated their negative affect prior to communicating with their partner via technology, 
but this rating would not suffice because cyber DV can occur in the absence of any contact with 
a partner (e.g., monitoring a partner’s whereabouts using technology without their permission). 
Thus, a state negative affect rating for each type of in-person DV was used in the psychological, 
physical, and sexual DV analyses, and a daily negative affect rating was used in cyber DV 
analyses. The PANAS evidenced good psychometric properties and was previously used as a 
measure of negative affect in daily diary studies with college students (Shorey et al., 2014b). 
Daily Emotion Dysregulation. Participants were asked to report their overall behavioral 
and emotional dysregulation from the previous day using four items. Two items (e.g., 
“Yesterday, I had difficulty controlling my behaviors”) with the highest factor loadings were 
adapted from the Modulate subscale (i.e., the ability to modulate current emotional and 
behavioral responses) of the State Difficulties in Emotion Regulation Scale (Lavender et al., 
2015). This subscale closely related to the Difficulties in Emotion Regulation Scale (Gratz & 
Roemer, 2004) Total score and Strategies subscale, which, as a trait measure of emotion 
dysregulation, is theoretically and empirically related to psychological, physical, and cyber DV 
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(Brem, Stuart, Cornelius, & Shorey, 2019). Two additional items (e.g., “Yesterday, I had trouble 
controlling my impulses”) with high factor loadings were adapted from the Urgency subscale 
(i.e., the ability to control impulses) of Urgency, Premeditation, Perseverance, Sensation 
Seeking, Positive Urgency Impulsive Behavior Scale (UPPS-P; Lynam et al., 2006; Whiteside & 
Lynam, 2001) Impulsive Behavior Scale. The Urgency subscale was the most useful subscale in 
predicting DV (Derefinko et al., 2011). For the present analyses, the four state emotion 
regulation items were summed to create a total score for daily emotion dysregulation with higher 
scores representing greater (i.e., more maladaptive) emotion dysregulation felt on a given day. 
Data Analytic Strategy 
 Differences between participants who completed fewer than three daily surveys (i.e., non-
completers) and participants who completed at least three daily surveys (i.e., completers) on 
primary study variables and demographics were explored prior to analyses using SPSS version 
25. Compliance rates were computed by calculating the percentage of missed surveys in relation 
to total surveys. Because baseline psychological, physical, and sexual DV perpetration scores 
were positively skewed, these variables were log transformed before analyses, and the log-
transformed variables were used in all analyses. 
Multilevel modeling using fixed slopes and full maximum likelihood estimation was used 
for all primary analyses because (1) the present study aimed to assess the average effects of the 
predictors on the outcomes, and (2) the multilevel nature of these models accounts for the 
correlated errors associated with individuals’ repeated reports. Despite some missing data due to 
attrition and noncompliance, all participants were used in primary analyses because the 
multilevel modeling procedures use all available data and estimates missing values according to 
Bayesian rules. Two-level models were employed: level 2 variables are specific to each 
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individual and are not time-variant (i.e., trait jealousy); level 1 variables are specific to each 
individual and are time-variant (e.g., daily reports of cyber DV). Because the dependent 
variables were measured dichotomously (e.g., cyber DV or no cyber DV), a binomial sampling 
distribution and logit link function was specified. Analyses were conducted separately for each 
form of DV (i.e., physical, psychological, sexual, and cyber DV). The effects of other daily 
substance use in level 1 (e.g., marijuana), and relationship length and previous psychological, 
physical, sexual, and cyber DV assessed at baseline in level 2 were included as control variables 
in analyses.  
Hypothesis 1 stated that daily alcohol use and state negative affect would interact to 
predict face-to-face DV and that this relationship would also be moderated by daily emotion 
dysregulation. To test this hypothesis, daily face-to-face DV (i.e., psychological, physical, and 
sexual DV) was regressed onto daily alcohol use and state negative affect, as well as their 
interaction, in the first level of the model. Daily face-to-face DV was then regressed onto daily 
alcohol use, state negative affect, and daily emotion dysregulation, as well as all relevant 2- and 
3-way interactions (i.e., daily alcohol use X state negative affect X daily emotion dysregulation). 
The main effects from the model with the interactions removed were interpreted in the case of 
non-significant interaction effects. Specifically, the interactive effect of daily alcohol use, state 
negative affect, and daily emotion dysregulation on face-to-face DV perpetration was examined 
by comparing π7 to 0 using the following level-1 equation: Daily DV perpetration = πo + π1 
(daily alcohol use; i.e., any drinking day, binge drinking day, and number of drinks) + π2 (state 
negative affect) + π3 (daily emotion dysregulation) + π4 (state negative affect X daily emotion 
dysregulation) + π5 (state negative affect X alcohol use) + π6 (daily emotion dysregulation X 
alcohol use) + π7 (state negative affect X daily emotion dysregulation X daily alcohol use) + π8 
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(daily other substance use) + e; sex and baseline levels of DV perpetration, relationship length, 
and history of alcohol use and problems were entered to account for the intercept at level 2. 
Simple slopes analysis was used to decompose interactions. To address the exploratory aims of 
the present study, sex was included in level 2 and cross-level interactions were specified (e.g., 
sex X alcohol) when possible (i.e., if there was enough power for the model to converge). 
Hypothesis 2 stated that alcohol use and daily negative affect would interact to predict 
cyber DV, and that this relationship would be moderated by daily emotion dysregulation. The 
analytic plan for Hypothesis 1 was used to examine this hypothesis, except the dependent 
variable was daily cyber DV and overall day negative affect was used rather than state negative 
affect. Sex was included as a level 2 variable in this model, consistent with the data analytic plan 
for Hypothesis 1.  
Hypothesis 3 stated that trait jealousy and daily alcohol use would interact to predict 
face-to-face DV (i.e., psychological, physical, and sexual DV). To test this hypothesis, daily 
face-to-face DV was regressed onto daily alcohol use in level 1 and trait jealousy was included 
as a moderator of this relationship in level 2. Consistent with hypotheses 1 and 2, sex was 
included as a level 2 moderator.  
Hypothesis 4 states that trait jealousy and alcohol use will interact to predict cyber DV. 
This hypothesis was tested using the analytic plan used for Hypothesis 3, except the dependent 
variable was daily cyber DV. Sex was included as a moderator in level 2. Significant interactions 
involving continuous moderating variables (i.e., daily emotion dysregulation; trait jealousy) were 






 Differences between completers and non-completers. At baseline, completers were 
significantly older (M = 20.41; SD = 2.57) than non-completers (M = 19.58; SD = 1.91), F(342) 
= 6.81, p = .01, endorsed less physical DV perpetration in the past 12 months (M = 2.44; SD = 
5.41) than non-completers (M = 5.61; SD = 19.75), F(330) = 5.12, p = .02, reported less drug use 
and problems in the past 12 months (M = 2.02, SD = 3.09) than non-completers (M = 3.32, SD = 
7.22), F(331) = 5.30, p = .02, and endorsed less emotional trait jealousy (M = 21.46, SD = 15.89) 
than non-completers (M = 30.34, SD = 19.35), F(317) = 17.25, p < .000. Completers and non-
completers did not differ across any other primary study variables (ps > .05). Approximately 
equal percentages of women (70.7%) and men (63.9%) went on to complete at least three daily 
surveys after completing the baseline survey, χ2(1) = 1.50, p = .22. 
 Baseline descriptive statistics. At baseline, most of the sample endorsed perpetrating 
cyber DV (76.7%) and psychological DV (72.5%) at least once in the past year. Approximately 
one-third of the sample endorsed perpetrating sexual DV (33.1%) and physical DV (30.5%) in 
the past year. By nature of the present study’s inclusion criteria, all participants consumed 
alcohol within the past month. A majority (54.1%) of the sample scored within the hazardous 
drinking range on the AUDIT. Almost half of the sample (48.9%) endorsed at least some drug 
use or drug-related problems in the past year. See Table 1 in the appendix for means, standard 
deviations, and correlations among baseline study variables. 
 With regards to sex differences across baseline data, women were younger than men, 
F(222) = 4.26, p = .04, reported perpetrating more cyber DV than men, F(222) = 5.95, p = .02, 
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and reported perpetrating more psychological DV than men, F(222) = 6.17, p = .01. A greater 
percentage of women (63.47%) than men (35.09%) scored within the at-risk drinking range on 
the AUDIT (i.e., scored between 8 and 16), χ2(1) = 13.91, p < .001. No sex differences emerged 
regarding physical DV perpetration, sexual DV perpetration, history of alcohol use and 
problems, history of drug use and problems, relationship length, or trait jealousy. See Table 2 in 
the appendix for means, standard deviations, correlations, and sex differences among baseline 
study variables. 
 Daily data compliance rates. Of the 236 people who completed at least three daily 
surveys, 14,160 surveys were sent, and 10,149 surveys were completed for an overall 
compliance rate of 71.67%. Over one-fifth of the sample (22.03%) completed all 60 days of 
surveys, whereas 33.89% completed 50-59 days of surveys, 8.47% completed 40-49 days of 
surveys, and 5.51% completed 39 or fewer days of surveys. The final sample size of 236 
participants fell within the target sample size estimated by an a priori power analysis, which 
estimated that a sample ranging from 152 participants (power = .70) to 258 participants (power = 
.90) was necessary to detect a small-to-moderate effect (i.e., r = .20; Cohen, 1988) with two-
tailed significance tests at the .05 alpha level.   
 Daily data descriptive statistics and basic associations. Of the daily surveys 
completed, there were 189 instances of cyber DV perpetration that occurred on 167 days (1.65% 
of the daily survey data). Participants reported 5,998 partner contact days. There were 171 
instances of psychological DV perpetration that occurred on 156 partner contact days (i.e., days 
in which participants reported having face-to-face contact with their partners; 2.60%), 29 
instances of sexual DV perpetration that occurred on 27 (0.45%) partner contact days, and 6 
instances of physical DV that occurred on 6 (0.10%) partner contact days.  
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 Participants reported drinking alcohol on 1,498 days (14.8% of the daily survey data); 
1,022 days of alcohol use occurred on days in which the participant had face-to-face contact with 
their partner (i.e., 17.1% of all partner contact days included alcohol use). There were 509 days 
of binge drinking such that 33.98% of all drinking days were binge drinking days. On drinking 
days, participants reported drinking an average of 3.36 (SD = 2.79) standard drinks and on binge 
drinking days participants reported drinking an average of 6.31 drinks (SD = 2.82). There were 
518 (5.1% of the daily survey data) days of drug use, including 508 days of marijuana use, 7 
days of hallucinogen use, 7 days of “other” drug use, six days of stimulant use, and two days of 
sedative/hypnotic use. Drugs were used on 16 days in which psychological DV perpetration 
occurred, two days in which physical DV perpetration occurred, two days in which sexual DV 
perpetration occurred, and 28 days in which cyber DV perpetration occurred. Of the daily 
surveys completed, there were 176 instances in which both alcohol and marijuana were used 
(1.73% of days). 
Alcohol was consumed before 26 of the 171 instances of psychological DV perpetration 
(15.20%), was consumed after 15 of the 171 instances of psychological DV perpetration (8.77%) 
and was not consumed at all on 117 days in which psychological DV occurred (75.00%). Of the 
six total instances of physical DV perpetration, alcohol was consumed before three instances of 
physical DV (50.00%), after one instance (16.67%), and was not consumed at all on days in 
which two physical DV instances occurred (33.33%). Alcohol was consumed before 7 of the 29 
instances of sexual DV perpetration (24.14%), and not after any instances of sexual DV 
perpetration. Alcohol was not consumed at all on the days in which the other 22 instances of 
sexual DV perpetration occurred (75.86%). Of the 189 instances of cyber DV perpetration, 
alcohol was consumed before the first cyber DV event on 16 days (8.47%). Because cyber DV 
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can occur multiple times throughout the day, participants were also asked if alcohol was 
consumed before any cyber DV event that occurred on a given day. Alcohol was consumed 
before at least one cyber DV event on 49 days (25.94%). Alcohol was not consumed at all on 
130 days in which cyber DV occurred (77.84% of cyber DV days).  
Binge drinking occurred prior to 9 (5.26%) and after six (3.51%) of the 171 instances of 
psychological DV perpetration. Of the six instances of physical DV perpetration, binge drinking 
preceded two instances (33.33%) and did not occur after any physical DV perpetration events. 
Binge drinking occurred prior to three of the 29 instances of sexual DV perpetration (10.34%) 
and did not occur after any sexual DV perpetration. Of the 167 days on which cyber DV 
perpetration occurred, 7 days (4.19%) included binge drinking that preceded the onset of cyber 
DV perpetration, and 10 days (5.99%) were characterized by binge drinking that preceded at 
least one instance of cyber DV perpetration. Three days (1.80%) included binge drinking only 
after all cyber DV perpetration occurred.  
 The means and standard deviations of the primary daily study variables were as follows: 
psychological DV perpetration (M = 0.01, SD = 0.12), physical DV perpetration (M = .00, SD = 
.02), sexual DV perpetration (M = .00, SD = .05), cyber DV perpetration (M = .02, SD = .13), 
daily negative affect (M = 2.43, SD = 2.98), state negative affect before psychological DV 
perpetration (M = .43, SD = .68), state negative affect before sexual DV perpetration (M = .41, 
SD = .65), state negative affect before physical DV perpetration (M = 1.08, SD = .20), and daily 
emotion dysregulation (M = 4.70, SD = 1.89). Examination of sex differences in the primary 
daily study variables revealed that men reported drinking a greater number of standard drinks on 
drinking days (M = 4.56, SD = 3.99) than did women (M = 2.99, SD = 2.28), F(1) = 79.93, p < 
.001, more binge drinking days (43.45%) than did women (31.08%), χ2(1) = 16.69, p < .001, and 
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endorsed more sexual DV perpetration days (0.98%) than did women (0.16%), χ2(1) = 9.87, p = 
.002. In contrast, women reported more days of illicit drug use (5.75%) than did men (3.60%), 
χ2(1) = 15.88, p < .001, perpetrating psychological DV on more days (1.83%) than did men 
(0.98%), χ2(1) = 7.57, p = .01, and perpetrating cyber DV on more days (2.00%) than did men 
(0.89%), χ2(1) = 12.28, p < .001. Women and men reported perpetrating physical DV at 
comparable rates (0.07% and 0.04%, respectively). Women’s and men’s mean scores for state 
negative affect and daily emotion dysregulation did not significantly differ. 
 Models that tested the association between alcohol use (drinking day, binge drinking day, 
and number of drinks) and DV, without including other covariates in the models, revealed that 
none of the alcohol use variables significantly associated with odds of psychological, physical, 
sexual, or cyber DV perpetration. 
Hypothesis Tests 
 Hypothesis 1, psychological DV. 
 Model using any drinking day variable. Results revealed that the drinking day x state 
negative affect x daily emotion dysregulation interaction term did not significantly associate with 
odds of daily psychological DV perpetration. Removing the non-significant interaction revealed 
that the state negative affect x drinking day interaction term significantly associated with 
increased odds of daily psychological DV perpetration. When the interaction was explicated at 
low (-1 SD) and high (+1 SD) levels of state negative affect, the association between number of 
drinks and psychological DV perpetration remained non-significant. Regions of significance 
were therefore computed using the Johnson-Neyman method (Johnson & Neyman, 1936) 
following procedures recommended by Preacher, Curran, and Bauer (2006) to identify the exact 
levels of state negative affect at which any drinking significantly associated with odds of 
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psychological DV perpetration. Results revealed that using alcohol on a given day only 
associated with increased odds of subsequent daily psychological DV perpetration, relative to 
days on which alcohol was not used, when participants endorsed high levels of state negative 
affect. Specifically, any alcohol use significantly associated with increased odds of psychological 
DV perpetration relative to non-alcohol-use days when participants endorsed state negative 
affect that was 2.86 SDs greater than the mean (i.e., state negative affect scores greater than 
2.39); alcohol use did not significantly associate with odds of psychological DV perpetration on 
days when participants endorsed lower levels of state negative affect. Results did not vary as a 
function of sex. Additionally, greater daily emotion dysregulation significantly associated with 
increased odds of daily psychological DV perpetration. Participants were 1.56 times more likely 
to perpetrate psychological DV on a given day for every one-point increase in daily emotion 
dysregulation. Greater baseline psychological DV perpetration significantly associated with 
increased odds of daily psychological DV perpetration. Participants were 1.02 times more likely 
to perpetrate psychological DV on a given day for every one-point increase in baseline 
psychological DV perpetration scores. See Table 3 in the appendix for parameters of the final 
model. 
 Model using binge drinking day variable. The binge drinking day x state negative affect 
x daily emotion dysregulation interaction term did not significantly associate with odds of daily 
psychological DV perpetration, nor did any of the two-way interaction terms. Removing the non-
significant interactions to examine the main effects model revealed that both state negative affect 
and daily emotion dysregulation significantly associated with increased odds of daily 
psychological DV perpetration. Sex did not significantly interact with any variables. Participants 
were 2.32 times more likely to perpetrate psychological DV on a given day for every one-point 
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increase in state negative affect. Similarly, participants were 1.28 times more likely to perpetrate 
psychological DV on a given day for every one-point increase in daily emotion dysregulation. 
No other variables significantly associated with odds of psychological DV perpetration. See 
Table 4 in the appendix for parameters of the final model. 
 Model using number of drinks variable. Results revealed that the number of drinks x 
daily negative affect x daily emotion dysregulation interaction term did not significantly 
associate with odds of daily psychological DV perpetration. Removing the non-significant 
interaction revealed that greater baseline psychological DV perpetration and the state negative 
affect x number of drinks interaction term significantly associated with odds of daily 
psychological DV perpetration. Results did not vary as a function of sex. When the interaction 
was explicated at low (-1 SD) and high (+1 SD) levels of state negative affect, the association 
between number of drinks and psychological DV perpetration remained non-significant. Regions 
of significance were therefore computed using the Johnson-Neyman method (Johnson & 
Neyman, 1936) following procedures recommended by Preacher and colleagues (2006) to 
identify the exact levels of state negative affect at which number of drinks significantly 
associated with odds of psychological DV perpetration. Results revealed that number of drinks 
significantly associated with increased odds of subsequent psychological DV perpetration when 
participants rated their negative affect greater than 4.87 SDs above mean state negative affect 
(i.e., scoring 3.78 or higher on the state negative affect variable), B = .69, p = .04. However, 
scores this large were only reported on 16 occasions (i.e., 0.002% of completed surveys), 
suggesting that explication of this interaction may not produce reliable results. Participants were 
1.02 times more likely to perpetrate psychological DV on a given day for every one-point 
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increase in baseline psychological DV perpetration scores. See Table 5 in the appendix for 
parameters of the final model. 
 Hypothesis 1, physical DV.  
There was insufficient power to test individual hypotheses with daily physical DV as the 
outcome variable due to infrequent endorsement of daily physical DV perpetration (i.e., six total 
instances). 
 Hypothesis 1, sexual DV. 
 Model using any drinking day variable. Results of the hypothesized model revealed that 
the any drinking day x state negative affect x daily emotion dysregulation interaction was not 
significant, nor were any of the two-way interactions. Given the low number of sexual DV 
perpetration events, there was insufficient power to examine sex differences in the model though 
sex was included as a control variable. Examining the main effects model revealed that none of 
the baseline or daily predictors significantly associated with odds of daily sexual DV 
perpetration (all ps > .14).  
Model using binge drinking day variable. Given the low number of sexual DV 
perpetration events, there was insufficient power to examine sex differences in the model. 
Instead, sex was included as a control variable. Examination of the model revealed that the binge 
drinking day x state negative affect x daily emotion dysregulation interaction significantly 
associated with odds of daily sexual DV perpetration. Explicating the interaction revealed that 
when negative affect was high (+1 SD) and emotion dysregulation was low (-1 SD), the odds of 
perpetrating sexual DV after binge drinking was greater than the odds of perpetrating sexual DV 
after non-binge drinking (B = 3.58, p = .03, OR = 35.82, [95% CI: 1.30, 984.05]). Similarly, 
when negative affect was high (+1 SD) and emotion dysregulation was high (+1 SD), the odds of 
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perpetrating sexual DV after binge drinking was greater than the odds of perpetrating sexual DV 
after non-binge drinking (B = 2.90, p = .003, OR = 18.15, [95% CI: 2.64, 124.79]). Alternatively, 
the odds of perpetrating sexual DV after binge drinking were less than the odds of perpetrating 
sexual DV after non-binge drinking on days when both state negative affect and daily emotion 
dysregulation were low (each at -1 SD), B = -5.70, p = .003, OR = .003, (95% CI: .00, .14). 
Specifically, the risk of perpetrating sexual DV after binge drinking on a day when negative 
affect and emotion dysregulation were low was 99.7% less than the risk of perpetrating sexual 
DV after non-binge drinking on days when negative affect and emotion dysregulation were low. 
The odds of perpetrating sexual DV after binge drinking were not significantly different from the 
odds of perpetrating sexual DV after non-binge drinking on days when low negative affect and 
high emotion dysregulation were endorsed. Additionally, the odds of perpetrating sexual DV on 
a day that included drug use were 99.38% less than the odds of perpetrating sexual DV on a day 
that did not include drug use. The odds of women perpetrating sexual DV were 86.8% less than 
the odds of men perpetrating sexual DV. Finally, participants were 1.26 times more likely to 
perpetrate sexual DV on a given day for every one-point increase in baseline drug use/problems. 
See Table 6 in the appendix for parameters of the final model.  
Model using number of drinks variable. Results of the hypothesized model revealed that 
the number of drinks x state negative affect x daily emotion dysregulation interaction did not 
significantly associate with odds of daily sexual DV perpetration, nor did any of the two-way 
interactions. Examining the main effects model revealed that relationship length, baseline drug 
use and problems, and daily emotion dysregulation significantly associated with increased odds 
of daily sexual DV perpetration. Number of drinks consumed each day did not significantly 
relate to odds of daily sexual DV perpetration. Results did not significantly differ by sex, 
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although sex approached significance in the final model, (B = -1.82, p = .054). Participants were 
1.03 times more likely to perpetrate sexual DV on a given day for every one-month increase in 
relationship length. Participants were 1.25 times more likely to perpetrate sexual DV on a given 
day for every one-point increase in baseline drug use and problems. Participants were 1.88 times 
more likely to perpetrate sexual DV on a given day for every one-point increase in daily emotion 
dysregulation. Alternatively, state negative affect and daily drug use significantly associated with 
decreased odds of daily sexual DV perpetration. Every one-point increase in negative affect 
significantly associated with a 99.92% decrease in the odds of perpetrating sexual DV that day. 
Similarly, the odds of perpetrating sexual DV on a day that included drug use were 99.00% less 
than the odds of perpetrating sexual DV on a day that did not include drug use. See Table 7 in 
the appendix for parameters of the final model. 
 Hypothesis 2.  
 Model using any drinking day variable. The hypothesized model would not produce 
robust standard errors, possibly due to overfitting of the data. Examination of the model using 
non-robust standard errors revealed that the any drinking day x daily negative affect x daily 
emotion dysregulation interaction term did not significantly relate to odds of daily cyber DV 
perpetration. Examination of the model with only two-way interactions revealed that the daily 
negative affect x daily emotion dysregulation interaction term significantly associated with odds 
of daily cyber DV perpetration. Any drinking did not significantly associate with odds of cyber 
DV perpetration and results did not vary by sex. When the interaction was explicated at low (-1 
SD), mean, and high (+1 SD) levels of daily emotion dysregulation, the association between 
daily negative affect and daily cyber DV remained non-significant. Regions of significance were 
therefore computed using the Johnson-Neyman technique (Johnson & Neyman, 1936) following 
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procedures recommended by Preacher and colleagues (2006) to identify the exact levels of daily 
emotion dysregulation at which daily negative affect significantly associated with odds of cyber 
DV perpetration. On days when emotion dysregulation scores were lower than or equal to 1.53 
SDs above the mean (i.e., a score of 7.60 or lower), increases in negative affect associated with 
increased odds of cyber DV perpetration, B = .45, p = .05. Daily negative affect did not relate to 
cyber DV perpetration at higher levels of daily emotion dysregulation. In other words, when 
emotion dysregulation exceeded 1.53 SDs above the mean, cyber DV perpetration was equally 
likely to happen regardless of a participant’s negative affect. Participants were 1.12 times more 
likely to perpetrate cyber DV on a given day for every one-point increase in baseline cyber DV 
perpetration. See Table 8 in the appendix for parameters of the final model. 
Model using binge drinking day variable. Results of the hypothesized model revealed 
that the binge drinking day x daily negative affect x daily emotion dysregulation interaction did 
not significantly associate with odds of daily cyber DV perpetration. After removing this non-
significant interaction from the model, results revealed that greater baseline cyber DV 
perpetration and the daily emotion dysregulation x daily negative affect interaction term 
significantly associated with odds of daily cyber DV perpetration. Results did not vary as a 
function of sex. Binge drinking day did not significantly relate to odds of daily cyber DV 
perpetration. Explication of this interaction using the Johnson-Neyman (1936) technique 
revealed that daily negative affect significantly associated with increased odds of cyber DV 
perpetration when daily emotion dysregulation scores were lower than 1.67 SDs above the mean, 
or daily emotion dysregulation scores lower than 7.87, B = .52, p = .05. In other words, when 
emotion dysregulation exceeded 1.67 SDs above the mean, cyber DV perpetration was equally 
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likely to happen regardless of a participant’s negative affect. See Table 9 in the appendix for 
parameters of the final model. 
 Model using number of drinks variable. Results of the hypothesized model revealed that 
the number of drinks x daily negative affect x daily emotion dysregulation interaction did not 
significantly associate with odds of daily cyber DV perpetration. After removing this non-
significant interaction from the model, results revealed that number of drinks consumed, using 
drugs on a given day, the daily negative affect x daily emotion dysregulation interaction term, 
baseline alcohol use and problems, baseline cyber DV perpetration, and sex significantly 
associated with odds of daily cyber DV perpetration. Odds of perpetrating cyber DV on a day 
that included drug use varied by sex such that women’s odds of perpetrating cyber DV on a drug 
use day were 98.28% less than men’s odds of perpetrating cyber DV on a drug use day. The odds 
of women perpetrating cyber DV were 105.87 times the odds of men perpetrating cyber DV. For 
each drink consumed, participants were 1.57 times more likely to perpetrate cyber DV on a given 
day, and this association did not vary by sex. When the daily negative affect x daily emotion 
dysregulation interaction was explicated at high (+1 SD), mean, and low (-1 SD) levels of daily 
emotion dysregulation, the association between daily negative affect and cyber DV perpetration 
remained nonsignificant. Explicating the interaction using the Johnson-Neyman technique (1936) 
revealed that daily negative affect significantly associated with decreased odds of daily cyber 
DV perpetration when daily emotion dysregulation scores were equal to or greater than 30.00 
(i.e., 13.35 SDs above the mean) but cyber DV was equally likely to occur regardless of the 
amount of negative affect experienced on days when emotion dysregulation was lower than 
30.00. However, scores this large were not represented in the current dataset, suggesting that 
explicating this interaction does not produce reliable results. Greater baseline cyber DV 
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perpetration significantly related to increased odds of daily cyber DV perpetration. Specifically, 
participants were 1.15 times more likely to perpetrate cyber DV on a given day for every one-
point increase in baseline cyber DV perpetration. Baseline alcohol use and problems 
significantly related to decreased odds of daily cyber DV perpetration such that every one-point 
increase in baseline alcohol use and problems scores associated with a 12.61% decrease in the 
odds of cyber DV perpetration on a given day. See Table 10 in the appendix for parameters of 
the final model. 
 Hypothesis 3, psychological DV. 
Model using any drinking day variable. The interaction did not significantly relate to 
odds of daily psychological DV perpetration. Examination of the main effects revealed that only 
greater baseline psychological DV perpetration significantly associated with increased odds of 
daily psychological DV perpetration. Specifically, participants were 1.04 times more likely to 
perpetrate psychological DV on a given day for every one-point increase in baseline 
psychological DV perpetration scores. None of the other level 1 or level 2 predictor variables 
significantly associated with the likelihood of daily psychological DV perpetration. Results did 
not vary as a function of sex. See Table 11 in the appendix for parameters of the final model. 
Model using binge drinking day variable. The binge drinking day x trait jealousy 
interaction significantly associated with the likelihood of daily psychological DV perpetration. 
Results did not vary as a function of sex. Explication of this interaction at high (+1 SD) and low 
(-1 SD) levels of trait jealousy revealed that college students with high trait jealousy who binge 
drank on a given day were 69.98% less likely to perpetrate subsequent psychological DV than 
were college students with high trait jealousy who did not binge drink that day, B = -1.20, p = 
.04, OR = .30, (95% CI: .10, .94). For college students with low (B = .61, p = .22) or average (B 
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= -30, p = .45) trait jealousy, the odds of perpetrating psychological DV on a binge drinking day 
were comparable to the odds of perpetrating psychological DV on a non-binge drinking day. 
Additionally, greater baseline psychological DV perpetration significantly associated with 
increased odds of daily psychological DV perpetration. Participants were 1.04 times more likely 
to perpetrate psychological DV on a given day for every one-point increase in baseline 
psychological DV perpetration. See Table 12 in the appendix for parameters of the final model. 
Model using number of drinks variable. The number of drinks x trait jealous interaction 
term did not significantly relate to odds of daily psychological DV perpetration. Examination of 
the main effects revealed that only greater baseline psychological DV perpetration significantly 
associated with increased odds of daily psychological DV perpetration. Specifically, participants 
were 1.04 times more likely to perpetrate psychological DV on a given day for every one-point 
increase in baseline psychological DV perpetration scores. None of the other level 1 or level 2 
predictor variables significantly associated with the likelihood of daily psychological DV 
perpetration. Results did not vary as a function of sex. See Table 13 in the appendix for 
parameters of the final model. 
 Hypothesis 3, physical DV. 
There was insufficient power to test individual hypotheses with daily physical DV as the 
outcome variable due to infrequent endorsement of daily physical DV perpetration (i.e., six total 
instances). 
 Hypothesis 3, sexual DV. 
Model using any drinking day variable. Robust standard errors could not be computed in 
the full model. Examination of the model with non-robust standard errors revealed that the any 
drinking day x trait jealousy interaction term did not significantly relate to odds of daily sexual 
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DV perpetration. Examination of the main effects model further revealed that none of the study 
variables significantly related to odds of daily sexual DV perpetration (all ps > .06).  
Model using binge drinking day variable. Robust standard errors could not be computed 
in the full model. Examination of the model with non-robust standard errors revealed that the any 
drinking day x trait jealousy interaction term did not significantly relate to odds of daily sexual 
DV perpetration. Examination of the main effects model further revealed that none of the study 
variables significantly related to odds of daily sexual DV perpetration (all ps > .09). 
Model using number of drinks variable. Results indicated that the interaction between 
number of drinks and trait jealousy did not significantly associate with odds of daily sexual DV 
perpetration. Examination of the main effects model revealed that daily drug use significantly 
associated with decreased odds of daily sexual DV perpetration, but none of the other study 
variables significantly associated with odds of daily sexual DV perpetration. Results did not vary 
as a function of sex. The main effect for trait jealousy approached significance (B = .09, p = 
.054). See Table 14 in the appendix for parameters of the final model. 
 Hypothesis 4. 
 Model using any drinking day variable. The model would not converge or produce 
robust standard errors, possibly due to overfitting of the data. Therefore, results could not be 
interpreted. 
 Model using binge drinking day variable. Results revealed that the interaction between 
binge drinking day and trait jealousy did not significantly associate with odds of perpetrating 
cyber DV. Examination of the main effects model revealed that only baseline cyber DV 
perpetration significantly associated with increased odds of daily cyber DV perpetration. 
Participants were 1.12 times more likely to perpetrate cyber DV on a given day for every one-
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point increase in baseline cyber DV perpetration scores. None of the other level 1 or level 2 
variables significantly associated with odds of daily cyber DV perpetration. Results did not vary 
as a function of sex. See Table 15 in the appendix for parameters of the final model. 
 Model using number of drinks variable. Results indicated that the interaction between 
number of drinks and trait jealousy did not significantly associate with odds of daily cyber DV 
perpetration. Examination of the main effects model revealed that only baseline cyber DV 
perpetration significantly associated with increased odds of daily cyber DV perpetration; no 
other level 1 or level 2 variables significantly related to odds of daily cyber DV perpetration. 
Results did not vary as a function of sex. Participants were 1.13 times more likely to perpetrate 
cyber DV on a given day for every one-point increase in baseline cyber DV perpetration scores. 





 The present study sought to inform college DV prevention efforts by elucidating the 
contextual correlates of face-to-face and cyber DV perpetration. Building upon prior research, 
this study was the first to examine the temporal association among alcohol use and cyber DV 
perpetration while testing theoretically supported moderators of the relationship between alcohol 
use and cyber, psychological, and sexual DV perpetration. Informed by AMT and conceptual 
models of face-to-face (Leonard, 1993) and cyber DV (Brem et al., 2019), it was expected that 
the odds of perpetrating DV following alcohol use (any drinking, binge drinking, and number of 
drinks) would be greater than the odds of perpetrating DV after no alcohol use on days when 
negative affect and emotion dysregulation were both high, and for individuals with high levels of 
trait jealousy. The odds of perpetrating DV after alcohol use were expected to be comparable to 
the odds of perpetrating DV after no alcohol use on days on which negative affect and emotion 
dysregulation were low, when negative affect was high and emotion dysregulation was low, and 
among individuals with low levels of trait jealousy. The present results yielded partial support 
for hypotheses and suggested that the odds of perpetrating psychological and sexual DV 
following alcohol use varied as a function of contextual affective experiences, but not trait 
jealousy. In contrast to hypotheses, the odds of perpetrating cyber DV increased as the number of 
drinks consumed per day increased, but these odds did not vary as a function of contextual 
affective experiences or trait jealousy. Instead, the odds of cyber DV perpetration increased with 




Proximal Correlates of Cyber DV Perpetration 
In partial support of hypotheses, the odds of cyber DV perpetration increased as the 
number of drinks consumed per day increased irrespective of daily negative affect or daily 
emotion dysregulation. The odds of perpetrating cyber DV were comparable on a binge drinking 
day relative to a non-binge drinking day, and on an alcohol use day relative to a day when no 
alcohol was consumed. Additionally, the odds of cyber DV perpetration increased as negative 
affect increased, but at higher levels of daily emotion dysregulation, cyber DV was equally likely 
to occur regardless of an individual’s level of negative affect. These results suggest that, unlike 
the relation between alcohol use and in-person DV, high negative affect may not increase odds of 
cyber DV after alcohol use relative to no alcohol use. Rather, having high negative affect or high 
emotion dysregulation on a given day associated with increased likelihood of cyber DV 
perpetration regardless of one’s alcohol consumption.  
These results are also consistent with research suggesting that cyber DV may be 
motivated by negative affect and used as an emotion regulation strategy (Bowe, 2010; Brem et 
al., 2015; Tonkunaga, 2011). Cross-sectional and longitudinal data examining alcohol use in 
relation to cyber DV perpetration produced mixed results, with some cross-sectional data 
supporting the notion that alcohol use was a risk factor for cyber DV perpetration (Crane et al., 
2018; Singh et al., 2015), and longitudinal data suggesting that emotion dysregulation predicted 
cyber DV perpetration over and above alcohol use (Brem et al., 2019a). This is the first study to 
support alcohol use (number of drinks consumed, but not binge drinking or any alcohol use) as a 
contextual risk factor for cyber DV perpetration in addition to and independent of the risk 
conferred by daily emotion dysregulation, though results should be interpreted with caution. 
Additionally, this is the first study to demonstrate that while the odds of cyber DV perpetration 
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after alcohol use do not vary by sex, men had greater odds of perpetrating cyber DV on a drug 
use day than did women. Additional research is needed to replicate and clarify the proximal 
associations between drug use and cyber DV perpetration among college students.  
Though it is unclear why the likelihood of cyber DV perpetration increased as number of 
drinks consumed increased, regardless of level of negative affect or emotion dysregulation, this 
is not surprising given the methods employed in the present study. Cyber DV could occur many 
times throughout the day and does not require contact with a partner for abuse to occur. Thus, 
daily, rather than state, negative affect was used in analyses. AMT and conceptual alcohol-
related violence theories (e.g., Finkel & Eckhardt, 2013; Leonard, 1993; Steele & Josephs, 1991) 
all suggest that alcohol has a myopic effect on negative affect prior to violence thereby 
increasing the likelihood of subsequent violence. Thus, testing this hypothesis with cyber DV 
requires methods beyond a once-daily survey. Additionally, examining tactics that comprise 
cyber DV may provide some clarity. Unlike face-to-face DV, some cyber DV behaviors are 
covert and may be normalized among young adults (Harris et al., 2015). Examples of covert 
cyber DV behaviors assessed in the present study included sharing private text messages or 
photos/videos of a partner with others without a partner’s permission, snooping through a 
partner’s sent/received call histories, text messages, or online messages, and checking a partner’s 
social networking site (e.g., Facebook, Instagram, etc.) to monitor a partner. As alcohol 
consumption increases, college students may become disinhibited enough to engage in these 
covert cyber DV behaviors which may be considered common, though not necessarily acceptable 
(Harris et al., 2015). Additional research that differentiates among types of cyber DV (e.g., 
covert, visible, and direct interaction with a partner) and uses more robust ecological momentary 
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assessment methods could provide further clarity on the temporal relations among alcohol use, 
affective experiences, and cyber DV perpetration. 
Proximal Correlates of Psychological DV Perpetration 
Unlike cyber DV, and in partial support of hypothesis 1, the odds of perpetrating 
psychological DV following alcohol use (any drinking, number of drinks) were greater than the 
odds of perpetrating psychological DV after no alcohol use, but only on days when state negative 
affect was high. This finding is consistent with prior research and theory that supported negative 
affect as a necessary contextual antecedent to alcohol related DV (Leonard, 1993; Shorey et al., 
2014b; Watkins et al., 2013, 2015). In contrast to hypotheses, the odds of daily psychological 
DV perpetration increased as daily emotion dysregulation increased irrespective of state negative 
affect or alcohol use. These results may suggest that having well-developed capacities to regulate 
emotions and behaviors (i.e., low emotion dysregulation) is a contextual protective factor against 
psychological DV perpetration even in the presence of alcohol use and proximal negative affect.  
Though unexpected, the potential protective role of low daily emotion dysregulation is 
consistent with Watkins and colleagues’ (2015) finding that individuals who regularly practiced 
reappraisal (i.e., an emotion regulation strategy wherein one seeks alternative meanings of an 
emotion-eliciting event; Gross & John, 2003) perpetrated less lab-based DV, even in the 
presence of intoxication and when instructed to continuously think about an angering, unresolved 
relationship issue. Taken together with the present findings, it is plausible that individuals who 
have the capacity to engage in in adaptive emotion regulation strategies on a given day (e.g., 
reappraisal) are better able to resist the urge to aggress, including urges potentially brought on by 
alcohol misuse or state negative affect. Because emotion dysregulation was assessed daily rather 
than prior to seeing a partner, or prior to the DV event, additional research is needed to 
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determine how proximal emotion dysregulation impacts subsequent psychological DV 
perpetration.  
Proximal Correlates of Sexual DV Perpetration 
Like psychological DV perpetration, and in partial support of hypotheses, the odds of 
perpetrating sexual DV after binge drinking relative to the odds of perpetrating sexual DV after 
non-binge drinking increased as state negative affect increased. Daily emotion regulation 
moderated the association between state negative affect and odds of sexual DV perpetration after 
binge drinking, though not as expected. The odds of sexual DV after binge drinking were greater 
than the odds of sexual DV after non-binge drinking on high state negative affect and high 
emotion dysregulation days, and on high state negative affect and low emotion dysregulation 
days. Surprisingly, high state negative affect and low daily emotion dysregulation (i.e., feeling 
more in control of behavior and emotions) produced the highest odds of sexual DV occurring 
after binge drinking relative to non-binge drinking.  
Though unexpected, this finding may point to the function of sexual DV for some 
individuals. That is, some individuals may perceive sex as a mechanism to assuage negative 
affect, making such individuals more likely to subtly sexually coerce a partner (Davis, Shaver, & 
Vernon, 2004). The likelihood of sexual coercion may be further exacerbated when an individual 
is experiencing the disinhibiting effects of alcohol intoxication (Steele & Josephs, 1991). It is 
plausible that some individuals in the present study perceived sexual activity as a means to 
regulate negative affect and, after binge drinking, were more likely to use coercive means to 
engage in sexual activity. It follows that such individuals may have subsequently reported feeling 
in control of their previous day’s negative affect and behaviors (i.e., low emotion dysregulation) 
if sexual activity was perceived as successful at ameliorating negative affect. This supposition 
49 
may be tested in future research by examining proximal motivations for sexual DV in relation to 
negative affect and binge drinking and examining changes in negative affect before and after 
sexual DV perpetration.   
It should be noted that, as expected, the odds of sexual DV perpetration after binge 
drinking were also greater than the odds of sexual DV perpetration after non-binge drinking 
when state negative affect and daily emotion dysregulation were both high, suggesting that 
feeling out of control of one’s emotions and behaviors associates with an increased likelihood of 
sexual DV perpetration after binge drinking. Yet, the interaction between alcohol use, negative 
affect, and emotion dysregulation was only observed for binge drinking, not when alcohol use 
was operationalized as number of drinks consumed, or as any alcohol use. The odds of sexual 
DV did not increase as number of drinks consumed increased, and neither negative affect or 
emotion dysregulation moderated the association between number of drinks consumed and odds 
of sexual DV. Rather, the odds of sexual DV perpetration increased as emotion dysregulation 
increased irrespective of the number of drinks consumed or one’s level of negative affect. These 
results extend prior research that supported emotion dysregulation as a trait-level risk factor for 
college sexual DV perpetration (Kirwan et al., 2019; Shorey et al., 2011a; Shorey et al., 2015b) 
by pointing to daily emotion dysregulation as a contextual risk factor for sexual DV perpetration. 
Surprisingly, increases in negative affect associated with decreased odds of sexual DV when 
statistically controlling for number of drinks consumed and emotion dysregulation. Together, 
these results may suggest that binge drinking is the most salient proximal correlate of sexual DV 
whereas the odds of sexual DV are not significantly altered by incremental increases in number 
of drinks consumed. In the absence of binge drinking, perhaps other affective experiences (e.g., 
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desire for sex), and not negative affect, increase the risk that an individual will engage in 
coercive tactics to obtain sex. 
The present results also suggested that the odds of perpetrating sexual DV on a drug use 
day were significantly lower than the odds of perpetrating sexual DV on a day that did not 
include drug use, yet past-year drug use/problems associated with increased odds of daily sexual 
DV. Given that marijuana, the drug used most within the current study, is illegal in the state 
where data were collected, it is possible that general antisocial propensities account for both past 
year drug use and sexual DV perpetration; however, general antisociality was not included in the 
present analyses. Drug use positively associated with sexual aggression perpetration 
longitudinally (Swartout & White, 2010), but the only published daily diary study to examine 
drug use in relation to sexual DV perpetration combined sexual, physical, and psychological DV 
into one outcome variable and found that daily marijuana use did not significantly associate with 
odds of DV perpetration (Rothman et al., 2018).  
The present study’s results provide clarity to mixed findings in prior investigations. 
Although the present analyses did not compare the odds of sexual DV perpetration when 
different types of illicit substances were used, the overwhelming majority (98.07%) of drug use 
days involved marijuana use. Experimental research demonstrated that the acute effects of 
marijuana decreased aggression toward a stranger (Cherek et al., 1993, 1995). Further, 
investigators hypothesized that dependent marijuana users who go without using marijuana for a 
few days may experience increased anxiety, irritability, and impaired functioning, thereby 
increasing risk for perpetration (Moore et al., 2008; Testa & Brown, 2015). Future research could 
expand upon the present study’s findings by determining whether using marijuana use alleviates 
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acute withdrawal symptoms among regular marijuana users, thereby reducing the likelihood of 
sexual DV perpetration.  
Trait Jealousy as a Distal Moderator of Temporal Alcohol-DV Associations 
Despite prior support for the notion that high levels of trait jealousy strengthen the 
temporal associations between alcohol use and psychological, physical, and cyber DV 
perpetration (Brem et al., 2019; Rodriguez et al., 2015), the present data suggested that the odds 
of DV perpetration (psychological, sexual, and cyber) after alcohol use were not greater than the 
odds of DV perpetration after no alcohol use for individuals with high levels of trait jealousy. In 
fact, psychological DV perpetration was less likely to occur on a binge drinking day than a non-
binge drinking day for individuals with high levels of trait jealousy. For individuals with low and 
average levels of trait jealousy, psychological DV was as likely to occur on a binge drinking day 
as a non-binge drinking day. The odds of perpetrating psychological DV after drinking any 
amount of alcohol, or as the number of drinks consumed increased, did not vary as a function of 
trait jealousy. Similarly, the odds of perpetrating sexual or cyber DV after alcohol use (any 
drinking, binge drinking, and number of drinks) were comparable to the odds of perpetrating 
sexual or cyber DV after no alcohol use regardless of one’s level of trait jealousy.  
Though unexpected, these results are consistent with Leonard’s (1993) conceptual DV 
model which suggests that the likelihood of DV perpetration after alcohol use is greatest when 
distal traits, situational factors, and aggressogenic transient states are simultaneously present. It 
follows that the likelihood of DV perpetration after alcohol use relative to no alcohol use may 
not change as a result of trait jealousy alone; rather, a proximal aggressogenic state (e.g., 
negative affect) may be necessary to facilitate conflict. Indeed, the present results suggested that 
college students have a greater chance of perpetrating psychological DV after consuming 
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alcohol, relative to not consuming any alcohol, on days when high levels of negative affect were 
experienced. It is plausible that, in the absence of proximal negative affect, trait jealousy alone 
does not increase the likelihood of DV following alcohol use relative to no alcohol use.  
Limitations 
 Despite its strengths, the present study has limitations that should be considered when 
interpreting results. Although exploratory aims of the present study included examination of sex 
differences in the hypotheses tested, the unequal number of men and women within the sample 
may yield unreliable results with regards to sex differences. Similarly, infrequent endorsement of 
physical DV precluded hypothesis testing, and there was not enough power to test sex 
differences in sexual DV study hypotheses due to infrequent endorsement of sexual DV 
perpetration. It should be noted that data collection for this study took place during heightened 
political and social discussions surrounding sexual assault (e.g., the #MeToo movement) and 
violence towards women, which may have impacted daily reporting. Additionally, the data 
analytic approach used in the present study imposed rigid assumptions regarding the nature of 
change among study variables over time. Different and perhaps more accurate results may be 
obtained if data were analyzed using a more flexible approach such as a time-varying effects 
model which would provide estimations of the variances in the strength and magnitude of 
associations among study variables across time segments (Tan et al., 2012). It should be noted 
that the data collection methods used in the present study preclude conclusions regarding causal 
influences of alcohol use, drug use, or affective experiences on DV perpetration. 
 Participants in the present study were emailed each morning with a link to complete a 
study assessing their experiences on the previous day. Though this method is presumably less 
influenced by recall errors than other retrospective methods used in DV research (e.g., asking 
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participants to report DV perpetration in the past year; Straus et al., 1996), participants’ recall of 
events, alcohol consumption, and affective experiences may not be entirely accurate, particularly 
after binge drinking occurred. Participants’ retrospective reports of negative affect prior to seeing 
a partner, negative affect prior to the first DV event, and overall daily emotion dysregulation 
may be influenced by whether DV occurred that day. This study demonstrated that cyber DV can 
occur as many as 30 times per day, which poses difficulties in assessing the temporal order of 
alcohol use, negative affect, and cyber DV perpetration. Similarly, only one type of DV was 
analyzed in each analysis, and it is possible that multiple forms of DV (e.g., cyber, 
psychological, physical, sexual) occurred in one day. Considering data that demonstrated a 
longitudinal association among cyber DV and both psychological and physical DV (Brem et al., 
2019b), it is possible that cyber DV increased odds of subsequent in-person DV. The methods 
used in the present study do not allow for clarity regarding the temporal ordering of types of DV 
each day thereby precluding examinations of how sequencing of DV events affect subsequent 
DV, alcohol use, and negative affect. The context of, and participants’ affective experiences 
during, drinking episodes were also not assessed, which could elucidate alcohol myopia 
processes hypothesized to facilitate DV (e.g., negative affect experienced while drinking; Steele 
& Josephs, 1991). Using more advanced ecological momentary assessment methods that survey 
participants several times per day may elucidate the contexts and temporal ordering of DV types, 
alcohol use, and affective experiences. 
With regard to sample-specific factors, the present sample was comprised of primarily 
White college students, and the percentage of lesbian, gay, bisexual, pansexual, and 
transgender/non-binary participants in the present sample (17.9%) was greater than that of the 
general population (estimates range from 4.5% to 11.0%; Gay and Lesbian Alliance Against 
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Defamation, 2019; Newport, 2018). Results may have limited generalizability to other 
populations, including other marginalized populations, older adults, adolescents, married 
couples, and adults arrested for domestic violence and/or sexual assault. Additionally, the final 
sample of completers differed from non-completers in ways that likely contribute to results. 
Completers reported less physical DV in the past 12 months, less drug use and problems in past 
12 months, were older, and endorsed less trait jealousy than non-completers. Results of the 
present analyses may not be generalizable to college students who are most at-risk for DV 
perpetration. Finally, as with all moderation analyses, examination of moderating variables relied 
on the present sample’s means and standard deviations to calculate high and low levels of 
moderators. Explication of interactions may be sample-specific and not generalize to other 
samples with varying means and standard deviations. 
Directions for Future Research  
Despite these limitations, the present results can inform gaps in DV theory and provide 
directions for future research to further elucidate the temporal associations among alcohol use, 
affective experiences, and DV perpetration. Some contextual factors remain unexamined in the 
present study, including proximity to one’s dating partner, partner’s alcohol/drug use, partner’s 
affect, and drinking setting. In future studies, collecting data from couples rather than individuals 
may provide additional contextual information that could clarify when, and under what contexts, 
alcohol consumption associates with increased risk of subsequent DV. Using alcohol sensors to 
detect transdermal ethanol levels and global positioning system (GPS) monitoring to prompt 
couples to complete brief assessments when near one another would allow researchers to better 
approximate contextual in-person DV risk factors.   
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It is also plausible that an individual’s deviations from their typical alcohol use pattern 
explain daily DV perpetration more so than the amount of alcohol used on a given day. Using a 
90-day timeline followback assessment, Stappenbeck et al. (2016) found that trait self-control (a 
facet of emotion regulation) negatively associated with DV perpetration, but only among 
individuals with low average estimated blood alcohol content (eBAC). Similarly, daily eBAC 
positively associated with daily DV perpetration, and this association was stronger among 
individuals with low average eBAC relative to high average eBAC. Interactions between alcohol 
use and daily emotion dysregulation in relation to DV perpetration may therefore vary as a 
function of an individual’s typical alcohol use pattern. That is, DV perpetration may be more 
likely to occur when an individual consumes more alcohol than usual and reports lower levels of 
daily emotion dysregulation. Future research is needed to investigate these suppositions.  
This study provided the first evidence that the likelihood of cyber DV increases as the 
number of drinks consumed on a given day increase. Considering this finding, more robust 
research designs are needed to determine whether acute alcohol intoxication affects subsequent 
cyber DV perpetration. Investigators began testing the effects of acute alcohol intoxication on lab 
based DV perpetration using variations of the Taylor Aggression Paradigm (Taylor, 1967; e.g., 
Watkins et al., 2015). Borrowing from these procedures, future investigations of alcohol related 
cyber DV should examine the effects of acute alcohol intoxication on a lab-based approximation 
of cyber DV perpetration, including cyber sexual coercion (e.g., coercive “sexting”). Indeed, a 
critical next step for cyber DV theory and research involves determining whether a causal 
relationship exists between alcohol use and cyber DV perpetration. 
Recently, researchers began investigating young adults’ use of technology (e.g., cell 
phones) to coerce a partner into sending sexually explicit photos and videos (Drouin et al., 2015). 
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Unfortunately, coercive sexting was not examined as a form of cyber DV in the present study. 
Given the temporal associations between binge drinking and sexual DV observed in the present 
study, and the longitudinal associations between problem drinking, sexting, and sexual assault 
(Dir et al., 2018), researchers should consider examining the temporal associations between 
alcohol use, coercive sexting, and in-person sexual DV. Additionally, the functions of cyber DV 
perpetration remain unexplored among college populations. Future investigations of proximal 
correlates of cyber DV should include assessments of affect before and after cyber DV 
perpetration to determine whether individuals perceive cyber DV perpetration as an effective, 
albeit maladaptive, emotion regulation strategy to reduce negative affect.  
Theoretical Implications 
 Results from the present study provide preliminary evidence to suggest that theoretical 
alcohol related DV models which were supported in face-to-face DV research may not 
adequately explain alcohol related cyber DV. Though similar to Leonard’s (1993) conceptual 
model, Finkel & Eckhardt’s (2013) I3 (pronounced “I-cubed”) model proposed that DV is most 
likely to occur when impelling (e.g., distal aggressogenic traits), instigating (e.g., contextual 
aggressogenic factors such as negative affect), and disinhibiting (e.g., acute alcohol intoxication) 
factors are simultaneously present. As proposed by Brem and colleagues (2019a), this framework 
may offer a more accurate explanation for cyber DV perpetration given the results obtained in 
the present study. Alternatively, the multiple threshold model of partner violence (Fals-Stewart, 
Leonard, & Birchler, 2005; Fals-Stewart & Stappenbeck, 2003) may better explain cyber DV. 
According to the multiple threshold model of partner violence, varying thresholds exist across 
non-severe and severe forms of violence. For some individuals, particularly those with moderate 
levels of violence risk factors, the disinhibiting effects of alcohol intoxication are enough to 
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“push” them over the threshold that would otherwise exist and perpetrate partner violence. It is 
plausible that the threshold for perpetrating cyber DV is generally lower than other forms of DV 
such that some individuals readily perpetrate cyber DV without the disinhibiting effects of 
alcohol. 
It is also plausible that the online/technology-mediated context alone serves as a 
disinhibitory factor which, much like alcohol use, increases the likelihood that DV can occur via 
technological mediums even in the absence of alcohol use. Across all three cyber DV models, 
daily negative affect and daily emotion dysregulation (both contextual, instigating factors) 
interacted to associate with increased likelihood of cyber DV perpetration regardless of alcohol 
use (a disinhibiting factor). Suler (2004) suggested that online and technology-mediated 
environments (e.g., cell phones) disinhibit individuals such that they behave differently online 
than they would in person. According to Suler (2004), anonymity, invisibility, asynchronicity 
(i.e., the perpetrator does not have to cope with someone’s immediate reaction), the absence of 
face-to-face cues to inform boundaries, perceived lack of authority, and the view that online life 
does not have the same rules and norms as everyday living reduces individuals’ inhibitions, 
which Stonard (2020) suggested could increase individuals’ willingness to perpetrate cyber DV. 
In other words, cyber DV may not necessitate a proximal disinhibitory factor such as alcohol use 
because disinhibition is built into the context in which abuse is perpetrated. Future research is 
needed to evaluate this supposition while examining the distal and proximal correlates of cyber 
DV perpetration. 
Clinical and Policy Implications  
 Although the present study did not examine DV victimization in analyses, previous 
research suggested that DV is oftentimes bidirectional for college students such that perpetrators 
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also experience victimization, and vice versa (Langhinrichsen-Rohling et al., 2012). As such, 
clinicians should consider assessing DV perpetration and associated contextual risk factors 
among college students who report any experiences with DV. Clinicians working with students 
who report DV should inquire about the contextual antecedents of DV, particularly the student’s 
affective state and alcohol use prior to perpetration. Clinicians may also consider examining the 
function of DV (e.g., an emotion regulation strategy) among college students who report DV 
perpetration within their relationships. Helping college students develop alternative, adaptive 
methods to achieve the same function may help reduce DV. Given the covert nature of some 
cyber DV perpetration behaviors reported in the present study (e.g., monitoring a partner’s 
whereabouts), students should be educated on healthy boundaries within romantic relationships, 
how to use privacy settings, and the legal implications of some forms of cyber DV (e.g., hacking 
into a partner’s email; Electronic Communications Privacy Act Amendments Act of 2015). 
Notably, more women than men scored within the at-risk range for alcohol use and 
problems at baseline despite men endorsing a greater number of binge drinking days and 
drinking more standard drinks of alcohol on drinking days than women. Women may therefore 
be experiencing more functional impairment than are men as a result of drinking despite their 
lower rates of consumption. Discussing the implications of alcohol use, including DV 
perpetration, may be a useful avenue for reducing both hazardous drinking and DV perpetration.  
 On a broader scale, college campuses aiming to reduce DV should consider targeting 
alcohol use and teaching students effective strategies for managing distress. Negative affect was 
a contextual risk factor for DV in the present study, but the source of negative affect remains 
unknown. Broad methods for managing academic, financial, and relationship distress may help 
reduce the likelihood of DV perpetration when students feel distressed. Towards this end, 
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campus clinics may consider implementing mindfulness- and acceptance-based interventions and 
other empirically supported interventions that target emotion dysregulation (see Gratz, Weiss, & 
Tull, 2015, for a review). Given the prevalence and frequency with which college students 
perpetrated cyber DV in the present study, colleges could consider large-scale efforts (e.g., 
college-based social media campaigns) to raise awareness of the legal consequences of engaging 
in cyber DV.  
Finally, interventions aiming to curtail college sexual DV may benefit from focused 
efforts on binge drinking, rather than drinking in general, in addition to emotion regulation 
strategies. Most sexual DV literature and interventions focus on college men’s sexual DV 
perpetration towards women. Yet, the present study demonstrated that women and men reported 
comparable sexual DV perpetration in the past year, though men reported more days of sexual 
DV perpetration than did women. Although these data are preliminary, colleges, clinicians, and 
researchers alike should consider inclusive, gender-neutral strategies for reducing college sexual 
DV (e.g., using gender-neutral language on posters and in intervention groups).  
Conclusion 
 The present study extended alcohol related DV literature and theory by providing the first 
examination of proximal correlates of cyber DV perpetration while testing theoretically informed 
moderators of the proximal associations between alcohol use and psychological and sexual DV 
perpetration. Hypotheses were partially supported and suggested that alcohol use, negative 
affect, and daily emotion dysregulation are all important contextual factors that may convey risk 
for psychological, sexual, and cyber DV perpetration. Trait jealousy may not be the most 
important risk factor for DV perpetration in the context of alcohol use, particularly in the absence 
of other salient proximal risk factors such as negative affect. These findings provide insight into 
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the ways in which existing alcohol related DV theories may be adapted to explain cyber DV 
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Means, standard deviations, and bivariate correlations among baseline study variables 
for the total sample 
      1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
1. Cyber DV ---        
2. Psychological DV .48** ---       
3. Physical DV .21** .48** ---      
4. Sexual DV .20** .13 .11 ---     
5. Alcohol use/problems .18** .19** .07 .26** ---    
6. Drug use/problems .04 .08 .08 .01 .18** ---   
7. Trait jealousy .21** .11 -.08 .10 .06 -.15* ---  
8. Relationship length .11 .18** .07 .05 -.04 -.10 .19** --- 
9. Age -.09 .06 -.01 -.02 -.03 -.08 -.04 .18** 
 M 5.81 9.81 2.46 3.16 6.65 2.03 45.00 18.83 
  SD 6.71 14.61 5.44 6.00 4.31 3.07 6.59 17.96 




Means, standard deviations, and bivariate correlations among baseline study variables across 
men and women 
      1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
1. Cyber DV --- .48** .25** .25** .15 .07 .20** .09 -.07 
2. Psychological DV .38** --- .54** .10 .19* .08 .06 .17* .08 
3. Physical DV -.01 -.05 --- .18* .11 .10 -.06 .09 -.00 
4. Sexual DV .10 .40** -.10 --- .22** .00 .07 -.03 -.05 
5. Alcohol use/problems .32* .30* -.11 .36** --- .15* .06 -.09 -.02 
6. Drug use/problems -.12 .09 -.03 .01 .29* --- -.18 -.11 -.07 
7. Trait jealousy .17 .35** -.21 .21 .07 -.10 --- .22** .00 
8. Relationship length .17 .26* -.03 .28* .09 -.06 .08 --- .16* 
9. Age -.12 .06 -.02 .09 .01 -.06 -.06 .36** --- 
Men M 4.02 5.70 2.39 3.43 6.64 1.82 43.46 17.36 20.77 
  SD 5.36 6.85 4.00 6.79 4.44 2.80 6.04 16.48 2.33 
Women M  6.45 11.27 2.48 3.06 6.66 2.11 45.55 19.35 20.42 
 SD  7.04 16.29 5.88 5.71 4.28 3.17 6.71 18.48 3.54 
Note. Men's correlations are reported below the diagonal and women's data are reported above 
the diagonal. 
*p < .05       




Parameters for hypothesis 1 model predicting psychological dating violence perpetration using 
any drinking day variable 
      t B SE OR CI 
Intercept -4.34*** -4.01 .92 .02 .00, .11 
Any drinking day (yes/no) -.29 -.26 .91 .77 .13, 4.56 
Drug use day (yes/no) -.84 -.69 .82 .52 .09, 2.98 
State negative affect (NA) -1.40 -1.08 .77 .34 .08, 1.53 
Daily emotion dysregulation (ED) 2.27* .45 .20 1.56 1.06, 2.30 
Any drinking day x NA 5.39*** 1.92 .36 6.81 3.38, 13.70 
Any drinking day x ED .93 .07 .07 .72 .46, 1.11 
NA x ED .93 .07 .07 1.07 .93, 1.23 
Baseline level 2 variables predicting level 1 intercept 
Sex 1.16 .67 .59 1.99 .61, 6.42 
Relationship length -.35 -.00 .01 1.00 .97, 1.02 
Alcohol use/problems -.26 -.01 .05 .99 .90, 1.10 
Drug use/problems .62 .04 .06 1.04 .92, 1.18 
Psychological DV 2.44* .02 .01 1.02 1.00, 1.05 
Note: SE = Standard error; OR = Odds ratio; CI = Confidence interval; Alcohol use/problems 
= history of alcohol use and problems; Drug use/problems = history of drug use and problems; 
Psychological DV = psychological DV perpetrated in the 12 months prior to baseline. 
*p < .05       





Parameters for hypothesis 1 model predicting psychological dating violence perpetration 
using binge drinking day variable 
      t B SE OR CI 
Intercept -7.55*** -5.89 .78 .00 .00, .01 
Binge drinking day (yes/no) .02 .33 .47 1.03 .18, 5.87 
Drug use day (yes/no) -1.22 -.98 .81 .37 .08, 1.83 
State negative affect (NA) 4.98*** .84 .17 2.32 1.67, 3.24 
Daily emotion dysregulation (ED) 3.67*** .25 .07 1.28 1.12, 1.46 
Baseline level 2 variables predicting level 1 intercept 
Sex 1.02 .64 .63 1.89 .55, 6.51 
Relationship length -.12 -.00 .01 1.00 .98, 1.02 
Alcohol use/problems -.40 -.02 .06 .98 .87, 1.10 
Drug use/problems .34 .03 .09 .37 .08, 1.83 
Psychological DV 1.68 .02 .01 1.02 1.00, 1.05 
Note: SE = Standard error; OR = Odds ratio; CI = Confidence interval; Alcohol 
use/problems = history of alcohol use and problems; Drug use/problems = history of 
drug use and problems; Psychological DV = psychological DV perpetrated in the 12 
months prior to baseline. 





Parameters for hypothesis 1 model predicting psychological dating violence perpetration 
using number of drinks variable 
      t B SE OR CI 
Intercept -3.91*** -3.84 .98 .02 .00, .15 
Number of drinks -.57 -.13 .23 .87 .55, 1.38 
Drug use day (yes/no) -1.29 -.97 .75 .38 .09,1.66 
State negative affect (NA) 1.48 .45 .31 1.57 .86, 2.87 
Daily emotion dysregulation (ED) 1.61 .23 .14 1.26 .95, 1.67 
Number of drinks x NA 2.53** .21 .08 1.24 1.05, 1.46 
Number of drinks x ED -.43 -.01 .03 .99 .93, 1.05 
NA x ED .18 .01 .04 1.01 .93, 1.09 
Baseline level 2 variables predicting level 1 intercept 
Sex 1.10 .73 .67 2.08 .56, 7.75 
Relationship length -.47 -.01 .01 .99 .97, 1.02 
Alcohol use/problems -.66 -.04 .06 .96 .86, 1.08 
Drug use/problems .35 .02 .07 1.02 .90, 1.17 
Psychological DV 2.12* .02 .01 1.02 1.00, 1.04 
Note: SE = Standard error; OR = Odds ratio; CI = Confidence interval; Alcohol 
use/problems = history of alcohol use and problems; Drug use/problems = history of drug 
use and problems; Psychological DV = psychological DV perpetrated in the 12 months 
prior to baseline. 
*p < .05       
**p < .01       





Parameters for hypothesis 1 model predicting sexual dating violence perpetration using binge 
drinking day variable 
      t B SE OR CI 
Intercept -4.48*** -5.00 1.12 .01 .00, .06 
Binge drinking day (yes/no) -2.96** -6.31 2.13 .00 .00, .12 
Drug use day (yes/no) -9.35*** -5.09 .54 .01 .00, .02 
State negative affect (NA) -1.67 -3.76 2.24 .02 .00, 1.91 
Daily emotion dysregulation (ED) 1.12 .32 .29 1.38 .78, 2.44 
Binge drinking day x NA -4.38*** -15.92 3.63 18886.76 34.08, 10466789.21 
Binge drinking day x ED 2.89** .83 .29 2.30 1.31, 4.04 
NA x ED .03 .01 .39 1.01 .47, 2.18 
Binge drinking day x NA x ED -2.05** -.96 .47 .38 .15, .96 
Baseline level 2 variables predicting level 1 intercept 
Sex -4.48* -5.00 1.11 .13 .02, .72 
Relationship length 1.83 .03 .02 1.03 1.00, 1.07 
Alcohol use/problems -.61 -.06 .09 .94 .78, 1.14 
Drug use/problems 2.80** .23 .08 1.26 1.07, 1.49 
Sexual DV 1.20 .04 .04 1.05 .97, 1.13 
Note: SE = Standard error; OR = Odds ratio; CI = Confidence interval; Alcohol use/problems = 
history of alcohol use and problems; Drug use/problems = history of drug use and problems; Sexual 
DV = sexual DV perpetrated in the 12 months prior to baseline. 
*p < .05       
**p < .01       





Parameters for hypothesis 1 model predicting sexual dating violence perpetration 
using number of drinks variable 
      t B SE OR CI 
Intercept -6.35*** -7.01 1.10 .00 .00, .01 
Number of drinks -.79 -.07 .08 .93 .79, 1.10 
Drug use day (yes/no) -5.60*** -4.61 .82 .01 .00, .05 
State negative affect -4.09*** -7.09 1.73 .00 .00, .02 
Daily emotion dysregulation 4.70*** .63 .13 1.88 1.44, 2.45 
Baseline level 2 variables predicting level 1 intercept 
Sex -1.95 -1.82 .94 .16 .02, 1.03 
Relationship length 2.06* .03 .02 1.03 1.00, 1.07 
Alcohol use/problems -.49 -.06 .12 .94 .74, 1,20 
Drug use/problems 1.99* .22 .11 1.25 1.00, 1.55 
Sexual DV -.09 -.00 .05 .99 .90, 1.10 
Note: SE = Standard error; OR = Odds ratio; CI = Confidence interval; Alcohol 
use/problems = history of alcohol use and problems; Drug use/problems = history of 
drug use/problems; Sexual DV = sexual DV perpetrated in the 12 months prior to 
baseline. 
*p < .05       





Parameters for hypothesis 2 model predicting cyber dating violence perpetration using any 
drinking day variable 
      t B SE OR CI 
Intercept -6.35*** -5.07 .80 .01 .00, .03 
Any drinking day (yes/no) -1.41 -.00 .00 1.00 .99, 1.00 
Drug use day (yes/no) -.26 -.19 .75 .82 .19, 3.59 
Daily negative affect (NA) 3.61*** 1.68 .46 5.34 2.15, 13.28 
Daily emotion dysregulation (ED) 4.11*** .45 .11 1.57 1.27, 1.95 
NA x ED -2.74** -.16 .06 .85 .76, .95 
Baseline level 2 variables predicting level 1 intercept 
Sex .90 .68 .76 1.97 .44, 8.82 
Relationship length -.60 -.01 .01 .99 .97, 1.02 
Alcohol use/problems -1.00 -.07 .07 .93 .81, 1.07 
Drug use/problems .13 .01 .08 1.01 .87, 1.17 
Cyber DV 3.39*** .11 .03 1.12 1.05, 1.19 
Note: SE = Standard error; OR = Odds ratio; CI = Confidence interval; Alcohol 
use/problems = history of alcohol use and problems; Drug use/problems = history of drug 
use and problems; Cyber DV = cyber DV perpetrated in the 12 months prior to baseline. 
**p < .01       




Parameters for hypothesis 2 model predicting cyber dating violence perpetration using 
binge drinking day variable 
      t B SE OR CI 
Intercept -6.75*** -5.10 .76 .01 .00, .03 
Binge drinking day (yes/no) .18 .16 .87 1.17 .21, 6.51 
Drug use day (yes/no) -.27 -.20 .73 .82 .19, 3.45 
Daily negative affect (NA) 3.93*** 1.75 .45 5.78 2.41, 13.86 
Daily emotion dysregulation (ED) 3.44*** .43 .12 1.53 1.20, 1.96 
Binge drinking day X NA -.71 .30 .41 .74 .33, 1.68 
Binge drinking day X ED .34 .04 .13 1.04 .81, 1.33 
NA X ED -2.71** -.16 .06 .85 .76, .96 
Baseline level 2 variables predicting level 1 intercept 
Sex .89 .64 .73 1.91 .45, 8.01 
Relationship length -.58 -.01 .01 .99 .97, 1.02 
Alcohol use/problems -1.09 -.07 .07 .93 .81, 1.06 
Drug use/problems .12 .01 .08 1.01 .86, 1.18 
Cyber DV 3.44*** .11 .03 1.12 1.05, 1.19 
Note: SE = Standard error; OR = Odds ratio; CI = Confidence interval; Alcohol 
use/problems = history of alcohol use and problems; Drug use/problems = history of 
drug use and problems; Cyber DV = cyber DV perpetrated in the 12 months prior to 
baseline. 
*p < .05       
**p < .01       





Parameters for hypothesis 2 model predicting cyber dating violence perpetration using number of 
drinks variable 
      t B SE OR CI 
Intercept -12.72*** -9.22 .72 .00 .00, .00 
Number of drinks 3.78*** .45 .12 1.57 1.24, 1.99 
Number of drinks X sex -1.95 -.44 .23 .64 .41, 1.01 
Drug use day (yes/no) 2.81** 3.17 1.13 23.76 2.61, 216.51 
Drug use day X sex -3.07** 4.06 1.32 .02 .00, .23 
Daily negative affect (NA) .43 .66 1.51 1.92 .10, 37.50 
NA X sex .88 1.38 1.57 3.97 .18, 85.83 
Daily emotion dysregulation (ED) 4.15*** .79 .19 2.20 1.52, 3.20 
ED X sex -1.64 -.40 .24 .67 .42, 1.08 
Number of drinks X NA 1.39 .34 .25 1.41 .87, 2.28 
Number of drinks X ED -1.71 -.03 .02 .97 .93, 1.00 
NA X ED -2.59** -.39 .15 .68 .50, .91 
Number of drinks X NA X sex -1.82 -.49 .27 .61 .36, 1.04 
Number of drinks X ED X sex 1.64 .05 .03 1.05 .99, 1.13 
NA X ED X sex 1.42 .24 .17 1.27 .91, 1.76 
Baseline level 2 variables predicting level 1 intercept 
Sex 4.50*** 4.66 1.04 105.87 13.68, 819.34 
Relationship length -.59 -.01 .01 .99 .97, 1.02 
Alcohol use/problems -2.16* -.13 .06 .87 .77, .99 
Drug use/problems -.19 -.01 .08 .98 .84, 1.16 
Cyber DV 3.71*** .14 .04 1.15 1.07, 1.24 
Note: SE = Standard error; OR = Odds ratio; CI = Confidence interval; Alcohol use/problems = 
history of alcohol use and problems; Drug use/problems = history of drug use and problems; 
Cyber DV = cyber DV perpetrated in the 12 months prior to baseline. 
*p < .05        
**p < .01        





Parameters for hypothesis 3 model predicting psychological dating violence 
perpetration using any drinking day variable 
      t B SE OR CI 
Intercept -3.10** -3.08 .99 .05 .01, .33 
Any drinking day (yes/no) -.94 -.66 .70 .52 .13, 2.05 
Drug use day (yes/no) -.13 -.08 .59 .92 .29, 2.97 
Baseline level 2 variables predicting level 1 intercept 
Sex .04 .02 .45 1.02 .42, 2.47 
Relationship length -.57 -.00 .01 .99 .98, 1.01 
Alcohol use/problems .61 .03 .04 1.03 .93, 1.11 
Drug use/problems 1.91 .09 .05 1.09 1.00, 1.20 
Trait jealousy -.24 -.01 .03 .99 .93, 1.06 
Psychological DV 3.34** .04 .01 1.04 1.02, 1.06 
Note: SE = Standard error; OR = Odds ratio; CI = Confidence interval; Alcohol 
use/problems = history of alcohol use and problems; Drug use/problems = history 
of drug use and problems; Psychological DV = psychological DV perpetrated in the 
12 months prior to baseline. 
*p < .05       
**p < .01       





Parameters for hypothesis 3 model predicting psychological dating violence 
perpetration using binge drinking day variable 
      t B SE OR CI 
Intercept -4.26*** -3.69 .87 .02 .00, .14 
Binge drinking day (yes/no) -.73 -.29 .39 .75 .35, 1.62 
Drug use day (yes/no) -.21 -.12 .60 .88 .27, 2.86 
Binge X jealousy -2.12* -.12 .06 .89 .79, .99 
Baseline level 2 variables predicting level 1 intercept 
Sex .03 .01 .46 1.01 .40, 2.54 
Relationship length -.46 -.00 .01 1.00 .98, 1.01 
Alcohol use/problems .58 .02 .04 1.02 .94, 1.11 
Drug use/problems 1.81 .09 .05 1.09 .99, 1.20 
Trait jealousy .67 .03 .04 1.03 .95, 1.11 
Psychological DV 3.40*** .04 .01 1.04 1.02, 1.06 
Note: SE = Standard error; OR = Odds ratio; CI = Confidence interval; Alcohol 
use/problems = history of alcohol use and problems; Drug use/problems = history of 
drug use and problems; Psychological DV = psychological DV perpetrated in the 12 
months prior to baseline. 
*p < .05       
**p < .01       





Parameters for hypothesis 3 model predicting psychological dating violence 
perpetration using number of drinks variable 
      t B SE OR CI 
Intercept -4.01*** -3.71 .92 .02 .00, .15 
Number of drinks .07 .00 .06 1.00 .89, 1.13 
Drug use day (yes/no) -.13 -.08 .58 .93 .30, 2.90 
Baseline level 2 variables predicting level 1 intercept 
Sex .01 .01 .47 1.01 .40, 2.53 
Relationship length -.65 -.00 .01 .99 .98, 1.01 
Alcohol use/problems .55 .02 .04 1.02 .94, 1.12 
Drug use/problems 1.95 .09 .05 1.10 1,00, 1.21 
Trait jealousy -.17 -.01 .03 .99 .93, 1.06 
Psychological DV 3.33** .04 .01 1.04 1.03, 1.07 
Note: SE = Standard error; OR = Odds ratio; CI = Confidence interval; Alcohol 
use/problems = history of alcohol use and problems; Drug use/problems = history 
of drug use and problems; Psychological DV = psychological DV perpetrated in the 
12 months prior to baseline. 
*p < .05       
**p < .01       





Parameters for hypothesis 3 model predicting sexual dating violence perpetration using 
number of drinks variable 
      t B SE OR CI 
Intercept -4.01*** -8.50 2.12 .00 .00, .01 
Number of drinks .06 .00 .08 1.00 .86, 1.17 
Drug use day (yes/no) -49.40*** -29.88 .60 .00 .00, .00 
Baseline level 2 variables predicting level 1 intercept 
Sex -1.73 -8.50 1.00 .18 .02, 1.28 
Relationship length 1.29 .03 .02 1.03 .98, 1.07 
Alcohol use/problems -.50 -.07 .14 .93 .71, 1.22 
Drug use/problems 1.30 .13 .10 1.14 .93, 1.41 
Trait jealousy 1.95 .09 .04 1.09 1.00, 1.20 
Sexual DV -.94 -.11 .11 .90 .73, 1.12 
Note: SE = Standard error; OR = Odds ratio; CI = Confidence interval; Alcohol 
use/problems = history of alcohol use and problems; Drug use/problems = history of 
drug use and problems; Sexual DV = sexual DV perpetrated in the 12 months prior to 
baseline. 
*p < .05       
**p < .01       





Parameters for hypothesis 4 model predicting cyber dating violence perpetration 
using binge drinking day variable 
      t B SE OR CI 
Intercept -4.12*** -5.74 1.39 .00 .00, .05 
Binge drinking day (yes/no) -.29 -.10 .36 .90 .44, 1.84 
Drug use day (yes/no) -.30 -.21 .69 .81 .21, 3.16 
Baseline level 2 variables predicting level 1 intercept 
Sex 1.24 .89 .72 2.44 .59, 10.12 
Relationship length .06 .00 .01 1.00 .98, 1.02 
Alcohol use/problems -.70 -.04 .06 .96 .86, 1.07 
Drug use/problems .25 .02 .10 1.02 .85, 1.24 
Trait jealousy -1.12 -.05 .04 .95 .88, 1.04 
Cyber DV 4.43*** .12 .03 1.12 1.07, 1.18 
Note: SE = Standard error; OR = Odds ratio; CI = Confidence interval; Alcohol 
use/problems = history of alcohol use and problems; Drug use/problems = history of 
drug use and problems; Cyber DV = cyber DV perpetrated in the 12 months prior to 
baseline. 
*p < .05       
**p < .01       





Parameters for hypothesis 4 model predicting cyber dating violence perpetration 
using number of drinks variable 
      t B SE OR CI 
Intercept -5.22*** -6.19 1.19 .00 .00, .02 
Number of drinks .80 .08 .09 1.08 .89, 1.30 
Drug use day (yes/no) -.38 -.27 .71 .76 .19, 3.06 
Baseline level 2 variables predicting level 1 intercept 
Sex 1.51 .98 .65 2.66 .74, 9.59 
Relationship length .10 -.05 .04 1.00 .98, 1.02 
Alcohol use/problems -1.24 -.06 .05 .94 .86, 1.03 
Drug use/problems .19 .02 .10 1.02 .83, 1.24 
Trait jealousy -1.11 -.05 .04 .95 .88, 1.04 
Cyber DV 4.57*** .12 .03 1.13 1.07, 1.19 
Note: SE = Standard error; OR = Odds ratio; CI = Confidence interval; Alcohol 
use/problems = history of alcohol use and problems; Drug use/problems = history of 
drug use and problems; Cyber DV = cyber DV perpetrated in the 12 months prior to 
baseline. 
*p < .05       
**p < .01       
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